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^TFTII—Ijprg’ 3 —TR-ovs (ii) 
PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


^TTTH naici«<T ( T8TT Haldol eFf ) jfTTT'^TTTl' foRTT7^ ^ifcdVeF 3TT^?T 3^T 3Tfy^cmii 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


few nwra 
( (mm finim) 

trer *^,-dlii Tjtsu 

‘+V-Hr|7, 16 3FPRT, 2010 

WIT 01/2010-fnm^^ (TT^.zt. ) 

W.3TT, 2650.—1962 *1171 152 

<5i' ( S (TT) ^ 3Td'fd Jtf"I ^Kd 7K°bK, fatl <M^°I 

faviFT, ^ fe# *Ft 3#TJ}7ni 71. 14/2002 TTTCO^-) 

7 3 2002 711*1 T Tfe^ ^mtf^TcT 3lfa7J^RI 71.33/94 *F71 

(171. <fl.) f'l'ifd-i I -07-1 v-M IJTIJ s'iRki-h'I 311 y^lo <*)id 

fti ff, Fifanr W4. 7itaT 137^ 

, W ,I ■H'M T)( y.d^SKi dfacddi^ 7FH1 fitcdi ^ 

9T rd l ^ TIlcfF dlHt+.cm 7TST7*I TT^l ^ “ Hcrlfe<9ld4M " 
T! /-llO I Vl^ 3lf*TRm, 1962 *TTCT 9 SRpfa WOT 
*7T7H -5#^ ^Tcft f I 

[ 711. 71. V111/40/2/2008-'4171 (7ft.7lt.3Tt.) ] 

c#RTT #4, TJIsq 3TRpF1 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

Office of the Chie* Commissioner of Customs & 
Central Excise 

Coimbatore, the 16th August, 2010 
No. 1/2010-Customs (N.T.) 

S.O. 2650. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
* vide Notification No.33/94-Customs (NT) dated 1st July, 
1994 of the Government of India, Ministry of Finance, 
Department of Revenue, New Delhi issued under 
Clause (a) of Section 152 of the Customs Act, 1962 read 
with Notification No. 14/2002 Cus (NT) dated 7-3-2002, as 
amended, l, Lalitha John, Chief Commissioner of Customs 
and Central Excise, Coimbatore, hereby declare 
“Nallaltipalayam” of Thamaraikulam revenue village of 
Pollachi t<duk, Coimbatore district in the State of Tannlnadu, 
to be a Warehousing Station under Section 9 of the Customs 
Act, 1962. 

[FilcC No. V1 i 1/40/2/200S- Cus. (C.C.O.)] 
LALITHA JOHN, Chief Commissioner 


404V Ci 1/2010 
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( Tfanr [a'Hi'i ) 

20 STTOJSR, 2010 

TO.33. 2651.—'3T3T 3TOT3 TO ^TFT II 7335 3(ii) 

4' y<wfifra W 37TOTC, fart 9TOR3, f33ta ^TOT) fTOTFT TOt 
fTOTTO 1 TOTOJTO, 2010 TOl TOftTCJTOTT 3. 8/14/2009-TOl TO-l 
TOl 7TfTOT 5 *£ TKt* ‘‘WrTOlfdTO **k-WTO<) fd^i* ’’ TOl 
“iw” Tiro 3 yfci-MMiPMci fen tothtti i 

[TOT. 3. 8/14/2009-TOl TOt-1 ] 

TjF^m Tran, P-t^ito 

(Department of Financial Services) 

CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 20th October, 2010 
S.O. 2651.—In the notification of the Government 
of India, Ministry of Finance, Department of Financial 
Services, No.8/14/2009-B0.1 dated the 1st October, 20 Hi. 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, sub¬ 
section (ii), in Line 5 for the words “as part-time non- 
official director on” the words “to bearnemberof’ shah be 
substituted. 

[F. No. 8/I4/2009-BO. I] 
SUMITA DAWRA, Director 
^fTOTOTl, 22 TOTOJTOT, 2010 
TOT. 33. 2652.—?7T fWT 3?) f^TTO 10-10-2006 *7 
WIT 3-3-2004-3fT^-I TO TO9 aft) 3T3Tt3 
c3JTOJt3f3TOT3^TO atfafTOTOT, 1989 (1989 TOT 39) TOt (6) 

TO TOT-3T3 ( 1 ) TO 1335 (13) gT3 353 SUpR^' TO TOTOl 
TOUT lb;, 353T 3Tf*4TOKt, Sit TOl t3R) (TOOT fflfss? 
07-08-1951), TOT TO3T Pd-tvi*, 1* T^Fl faTOTO #3 
(fa53l) *£ TO4TO<d TOl 15TOTO 09-10-2010 *£ 33*) sffo 
3I-08-20H 3t«rfT3^iRi TOgTOroTOrtTOt 

M4 TTTO TO) TO3fV TO feTt) 3fk/3T?TTO 331317 3Tf^TT 5ft tTTO, 

TO TOl 'Hq<H FI, TO Th-jhK-i TOUT't I 

[TOT.TO. 7/l/20l0-4t3Tt-l (135)] 
ypHUi siqu, 

New Delhi, the 22nd October, 2010 
S.O. 2652.—In continual' > - (his Department’s 
Notification No. 3/3/2004-IF-! dated 10-10-2000, and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (b) of sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 6 of the Small Industries Development 
Bank of India Act, 1989 (39 of 1989), the com. v*ent authority 
has approved extension in the tenure rd Sim Rakesh 
Rewari, (DoB 07-08-1951), Deputy Managin'- Di; ector. Small 
Industries Development Bank of India (SI DBI) fora period 
beyond 09-10-2010 upto 31-08-201! be the date oi lus 
attaining the age of superannim .mu . jmd luilhcT 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[KNo. el/2 :!0-BO-i:A..' 
iUMITA u • ■ RV Director 


J10/KARTIKA 8,1932 Tart II -St-. 


i, riTT^rt f^SJFl i 

( 33T$T TO TOi ) 

26 3TTO[TO. 2010 

( 333TOT ) 

TOT. 33. 2653.—TOlfTO TO5 W : W. 7 TOt-TTO. 

1961 ( 1961 TO 43) (fTOTFTO* TO, TOR 3#ifWT TO TO! ’•< 
TKf^RT fTOTO TOTO) TOt TOT HO^ TO) 39*4131 ( 4) TO 13 s * 'in 
STO 353 TOfTOTTO TO 3319 TORI ft* fTOTTTO S TOTOTtt, 2008 TO 
TOT.33. 3. 51(33) WcT TOR TO TITO, TO3-II, 137 ' 
TOT735 (ii) 4' y+lHfld 3TOf5TOTO2 gTOP '’008 TO; : ' 

1605(3?) ^ 7TF3 WlfTOT 3TfTO£RT £13 I jid,'. _r ' 

^ 3T# 1)3 31 3T4, 2009 3Tt 1.73131 FR TOT 3T3fa T 

fcT) 3R) Tfro, 9T 3RR? fTf^TT TO 3ft9rjfon 

3^ 3Rf37 4lT^ '^351 3TT3*: TOF 31533 fRfrrT 3 
f3RT3Tl 33flf~ TOT 18, LIFT xrg-^, u jnnp • ■ 

3| fTOvfl-1100O2 4’ t, 3 TTf^ WTT ITl-28 33 *t) .’• 
^3511-62, t 'TO3 to; 3'R, TO7 337T-2(*i.'..i 

4i€lini* 313( fTTuIR 'TOT If.', f : 

3RT: 3?3 3TT33R rT33T3vTt, i 962 - *7 ; -u . . ; 

3fTO TORT 3tf3fT33 TO 313 805TTO TO T'TTO Mi T 
3TT (in ) 513 3TO VlHwdY TO 93T3 3TO TO -i«l TO^rf : . 
3T3? 31TOTI, 2008 ? TO33T TO 3T3R r?.R ri : r-3t OTTO* 
31T35T3 #3iY *ftTT3T 3T53? TTTTTO feTfTOT J TO OTO ?3.' ; 
T F9 3 33T TOR? TOTO3 513 37- 28 mf TO- ><> 3TO 1 -; . 
%5I, fftef-b T3 33), 373 V*?\~ 201 ,'>.i 1 •? Itt^v.7, ar-wtHM 
33 93;fTOT 37t TO W qR.dVjHI TO TOR '35 TO TOO «ro-*: • 
3f(?#TTO 3J3? TO TOT 3 flfOTrfTOT TOFT ’ 

2. 3TOJTO ailtliHlTO 9t3f TO 1 I "3)3, ?0I0 3 f*i3.1 A• ■ 

^3^1 HMI ^TTTttt | 

3. w p-jT(t rfc T7 r r-y i : nrr 4i 

W ^ ^ fTT vTT>J^H! 7* " r/y 

3T^f ^ T TT ~m\ ^T[ ^TT W f ( 

4. ^ t; 

^ ^ f^n up » 

(3tf«l^ni >:i -3)Iorn ^.f-1. • ! 

•”4*- “mrnn i‘. 't i-? 

(Departinvp 1 {s> venue) 

(ChNi,.: HOARD OF DIRECT! : 
x T‘w Delhi, «hc.ivj. v'Jioha. 2i. ’ 

<lncom(-ta\) 

S.O. 2653.—Whereas \\x 1 entral ' in 

exercise oj the powers conrerretl hy clai».'C : ' ^uh 

section (4)oi‘ X(MA ol ilie Jt-ceme-lax Act, 146i « ♦' 
oM%j >Uu.THnaft'Trel‘e!' *1 : •) as the said Act), has framed 
andnolid^ia.,,i.eTnrii;r !»»dusi-iat; r -'"''!'A.!lii':i 
of !!k* Government of imiia a Hie Minis-' . 

(Department of Revenue, Ccnirai Board o: 1 .• ! :%»-s} 
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(Pari I!—Sn\3ni)| 


toM, it. ^r, FFTto-wp, 

(CSTKKSIS ) offt Ft tof ^ fBTT ^Tf 3Tto 3TT^TT ?T^v 

^ *ft *ft T TFet Ft ^VVh f^rM yH! u ii ili ^ 1\evft 
RTeTTFTiK ^ ^ Wf i liycKi ^TTcft 1? : 

[m Tt 809/8/2009-^ (#)] 

^TftTTT^r ffto* (P# rH) 

New Delhi, the 28th September, 2010 

S.O. 2656.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number, dated 10-11-2009 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983, the Central Government is pleasedto appoint 
Shri Sanjay Rawal, Lalpur Colony, P. O. Kunda, Tehsil- 
Jaspur, Udhamsinghnagar (Uttarakhand) as a member of 
the Delhi Advisory panel of the Central Board of Film 
Certification with immediate effect for a period of two years 
or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[ F. No. 809/8/2009-F (C)] 
AMITABH KUMAR, Director (Films) 

torft, 8 WRJsR, 2010 

cFT.OT. 2657 —10-11-2009 
WWW* 3qf^Fn (TRFH) fto 


1983 7 ^ 8 TfecT 1952 

( 1952 37) ^ mj S ^r-*TRT (1) ^ 

Ttf^RT WT fR;, FR7TT7 i\ wm\ *R, tfri 
^FFT, i 8, m iwm T FT^ ( FrrF-638001 ^rr RRT' 
^ fd^ Tf 3PM 3TTTRTT c|<t>, Tt ^fl it Mfid 77 

<+>*s0 ^ P-b’dH TRTTRR "37^ ^ "tot TFFTTF^TT ^ReT 37 37 

R pP-^kl 1? : 

[RT. 7T. 809/f 2009-PJF (Rt ) ] 
toOTR ^fR, fRFW () 

New Delhi, the 8th October, 2010 

S.O. 2657.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number, dated 10 11-2009 ;md in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952} rend 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983, the Central Government is pleasedto appoint 
Shn Prakash Jain, Kala Tex, No. 8. North Easwaran Koil 
Street, Fort, Erode-638 001 as a member of the Chennai 
Advisory Panel of the Central Boaul of Film Certification 
with immediate effect for a period of two years or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 809/1/2009-F (C) ] 
AMITABH KUMAR, Director (Films) 


Tic* HR-411 *^HJ| M4IHM 

( hRc^H cr,c^|U| ) 

16 r«d«4i, 2010 

3F7T.3T1, 2658,—WR M376HI #73^3rf*lfWT, 1956 ( 1956 371 102) 3it R1T1 11 TTt^-KTRl (2) SRI 7FR ¥11*1917.7 
TP# 37# 7773717, RT3# MTtRI #73^77 W7?f 37737, 3I#cTl 37) HWHdl 3 9fWd 37 37R31 7333 ##333 371 3?73 

37g7J# -4' pHHRdRsid #7 77#<33 37#t t 3133:— 

333 3T37J# 3— 

(37) 3F331 37#37#337 [fTl# 313 3717R (2) ^ ’’ T 

Vfcl 77P«T3 F3 [^7137 313 371313 ( 3 ) # 33 3‘ f3f#5] TfH^ 37 #f(l 3ff?R TR' '3TRT #3^7 

^ fttdPdfeci ^’afq't f3Rl diHci:— 

(2) (3) 

31TO ‘(PsHhi (PH« 6 llU|/r=t=h\' J i f=KH) (fzr^/f^Rl Pl 3 H) 

1980 3W3T 333T TTM MP^=hd 3HCT51, 3TR1T17?] 

A TiMsjcT) ferti xt fenf^FTf w. wi ^r, di-mPd'Mi 

IRT fTR T RRTcTTRTRT PdP^rRI 31#T FFd) I 

(33) RFTTT TfTRT 3#3T #337 3K 37MR (2) WT R f¥^) 37 3Rrl#T “ STpy #71 R3TC«3 fel3 

P3V3Rrai<rl3, f#T33Rl" ^ #3 #fl37Rl ^ f#! ##3 373 (^7# 313 T37R ( 3 ) ftffe) ##7 33 W13 #33 

##2 tr ^7# tM# yPdP^ # PinPriPisici 3 t) f#n 31111711 , w:- 
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_(2)_(3)_ 

gfaei arri PlferiH (r«i^ui^>, fen) (iTTfei/rq^Vi ferr) 

(Tf fe 198 O 3ITTT 37TTT Tig TO) Mfe+d TITO, ikllTTg, 3TRI TOT 
ti Tfufet frir; tt 7 ? ffeiferf tt #j 3, tps to first fen 
ferfeiraT, r«MT«rai gm FTTfd ffe; TO ti trttttttt Mtirtt 

3#tTT TO)) I 

(T) TnFTTTTTT fTP+xRl aTOl TOti (gTO Tig TiRTT (2) Ti FT T f¥TO) TI 3 TfTO ‘fe. TTStem FCT fw 

fedfeei i dT , PcHTT i gr ^ TO yVl+i’T ti fm, irfgro ft (gRTi TTg tiutt ( 3 ) T)FTT'fTfTO) #TOti TOTO TOr 
yfafe TO <TF^ TOfTO TOlfe TI TTg feTOfTO Tit TOPW fTOfT TTTTTT, TRI7T :- 


TOt TOfTO (fiTfei/Pii-rii'i fTOr) 


fTO T fern (titt, titt TO tut) 


#7TOM TO TOlTOfl T feklTTT 


^rror t fern (trtf TOd) 


FTsfTf 4 fern (fTO* TO ffeT) 


fTO feM (TO TO fWR) 


TTT'f) (rq'fck u i/rq+k ij i Pi^it ) 

(TfTO 1980 3TTT 1 iTOrTTgTOft TO=bd TITO, TOlTTTg, 3T1FI TO 
T - yfiilTOl (V>T Tf I? fenfTOt Ti TTT T, "51. UHid!3IR FIRST fTTTR 
feTfTTJIFT, fTTTTTfT gRT TOI^d fTO. TO TI TRTcTTTTTT fTOlTFl 

sTOt TOt) I 

TfeT (^TT=f^r> 

(Tf TO 2010 33TTT uTO Tig T^JIT PFdKIHl IRp TTjfeTT U,<TO4l, 
IT^IT, 3TTFJ TgT T TlTlfgRT Ife TT TO fenfTOT TI FTT T, 
TsT. ifeTO FIRST feTTT fTOrfeUFR, PdTTTTIgl gill 7#fRT Ife 
TO TI TPTTTTTTT PTOrtll TOlT TOt) I 


sTOtTO 

(Tf TO 2010 3TSTTT T7TII Tig 1^ fFIdKITT 11^ 3TFjf%TT U/TOTO 
iicjll, 3IRT tTO T ifTOTO fTO( TI If feTOri! TO 7TTT T, 
fl TT^taiR FIRST tfer fTTTfemr, fTTTfeT gill Fife for, TIT 

ti wim frfriRn st^ti fFft) i 


T3fe (TTIF RTflt) 

(Tf T| 2010 3RITT 3TO Tig T^Jlt fFRTTUFT IT^ STgfen l'=h4M'l, 
tt^II, 3TRI TOT T’ tM^IT iTRT: TT I? fenf^ITt' TT #1 T, 
■gt TfetaiR itrst trim IrTTfeniRi, fTTrrrsi gm Ffi^d frnr. 
TI^ TI Tl-Tdiyikl frfeei aifcIT fpit) I 

feTR (3itsff.) 

(Tf Tf 2010 3ITTT Tig T^ fellRtT IT^ 3T^%TTT TTOTT, 
TT^fTT, 3TRJ TOt ^ TfrrfgTT friT TI If fTUlf^TT' TI RTT .T, 
^ST. TTf|3IR ITRST fTTIT fT7TfT?lTTTT, fTTTTIgl gRl fTI^xI fTRi 

Tirt ti TMdiyiki fTfem 3T#cn girt) i 
Tfel (5fe.) 

(Tf T^ 2010 3ITTT Tig T^Jlt fRTRITT II^, 3g^fen TOgTT. 
iq^li, 3ipy Tgn T TfrifgTT) friT ti if frgnf^TTT if rtt t, 
TI. TOt3TI FIRST fTTTT TOrfelTFT,.fTOlTTgl gTIT ITTfT frin 

tit^ ti Tprnram frfrioTT gpft) i 
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_( 2 )_ 

FT5R7 3TTT AIfPtH (4TF7T4f4*TR) 


Ffqe7 3#r APssPth f44FT) 


FT4e7 3#F APfPth (Ttn f^TPT) 


FT427 ftf AfefAn (4pFf4=0 


FT4e7 3TT4T AFfPtH (OHPvPypFcTAy) 


ft+t ftf Afeftn (fttf APfPth) 


f1W£7 <hThi 4fFf3R («dHl c t>lH'fr£l) 


FT427 FTR AfFffH (^*MNldWl) 


[P.4RT li—Sl*C. 3(111; 

_ (3)_ 

Wt (4173 44 T4FH) 

(m 4$ 2010 3T*rai '3W ~7<, T[7T ftWKWl O^anqffoH OTFm. 

3TTFJ -4’ T7ft#3T t44» -f ■^vrrfrr-? =p W 4. 

FT, 0,-141347 f'Sjrr-l f4?qfqsji<'tq. f4F44TF! 4 <7 • 4*>.•<•• “••' 

FR 47 ^MdlJIFd f¥T“~' i'#TT Ttrft) \ 

TT4F1 (7fF4tf44R) 

(^TF 4^ 2010 3T44T FRT 4R ^ f7T4T7T4I 7RJ 3TF#7iR s ^<nft 
■q^jTT FPa siAtt 4' TrfTif^R I 474 ft tf f4?nf44t f- 444 4, 

FT. 444347 f4*TR f474f4?IRT4, f4F441F7 U7T 74FJR P«R4 

ftA 47 OHRiyiRi f4P=i4Tn f^ttt #1t) i 

44Ft (43 tftf tr f^i-;) 

(4F 4f 2010 31*47! FTPS 414 7^j4 PTRTTWI TT^ 3Trql%R "■■■. 
44(71, frj y^\ 4 yPnOytr f'+iH. ft tf f4srf4T t tru 4. 

FT. 4R43TT7 74TR4 f4FR f4¥4f4¥!M4, f4F44TFT £171 74fcf4 'RIO. 

fR 43 HUdiyim fFP+Ren 3T#rn iWt) i 

44Ft ( 4feftR) 

(4F 4^ 2010 3744T FTT^ 4T4 XJc^ faRTRM 7! £ VRFP 

t^o, 3TP4 Tfti 4 TifTifei f^r fi t 4 traits ^ wt 4. 
ft. tr4'3tr H44 f45TH fRTFfFTjRRi, fwraiFT £171 RRRT Ftt 
FTA 47 41-4414141 f4f4R41 37^41 Fl4t) I 

TT4F[ (MHfvryr^rAly) 

(44 4$ 2010 *441 7P44i 4f£ R~rrt f44TIT4I 71^ 3TT4f%TR 4TFR. 
T^CT, 3TF3 444T 4 3lf7lf^RI 144* FJ 7F few 4 W-r a. 
FT. 4RH1347 7F17«4 ftm f444f4747T4 fWT41FI £171 T^TfR f^Tj 
4TTA 47 4F44T4T4T 44^44 oT^TIT FPTl) I 

44FT (4R7cT AfFfTH) 

(4F 4^ 2010 3T«T4T 414 f4TTT7T4T 7T^ FT^f^RR t4f4t 

4yJ3T, FRJ 447T 4 4fRf%T4 f4q; FT 7F 'PFFnfSpTt W, #T 4, 

FT. 4R4fR Wf*4 t4?H f444f4F!TR4, 4R44TF1 %m TFtfTT 
FFf 47 HMdiyikl f4%c7TT 3T^TT FFlt) ! 

44Fi (yiyUPH^I) 

(4F 4? 2010 3T44T F7347 414 4c^Cf PHcIRIMI 71^ ^F4%Tr-T 44TF4T. 
44J7T, 3TP4 44?T 4 4f4f$T4 14 tt 3TT H fc^jrf'4 7 Tl' •>. H44 4 

FT. 443t3TR 74T7«4 f45TFT P4V^fy«IM4, f4F44TFl 4T7T RPR 4rR 
FT4 47 4F47TT4T4T P4P<+>oHI 3T^TT FFTT) I 

44^t (4l?*Nl4ldMl) 

(44 4^ 2010 3T44T F7T47 4T4 4^4 4771441 71^ 3TF#4R Wi, 
4cJ7T, 3T44 4?7T 4 4f?Tt%R f4T4, FI 74 f47ITf44(' 4T 7T44 4 
FT. TRZTFTT 7FV7*F f47R f4V4v47!l-77,14F44TF1 4P -Fit i V- 
F14 47 41-4414141 f4f474T FOTl) ! 
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( 2 ) 

str?t ijftp ('-hmWdl^l) 


STRJT 3TRT RfsfRR (}fSRt fRSR) 


STRS3 SORT Arsf^-i ( H-liT^fer^l) 


rtrw >tT~ RfsfRd ( sU^rHR^) 


*r#t r f^^iicr (? v§i rr T f fw-i ; 


c-lfT'Olc-il pi RR aildcfl^il R fa'-eiW 


RtSRTF HSRT fdgH R fSRRRT 


-i?* v fawnd ( 5RTF7 RTjfrt) 


_(32_ 

RRSt (RdRf+ldWI) 

(RF Rf 2010 3TRR1 SR 2 # Rig RRRfrft OTjftoTH <,WR RR+IZTr-rlt, 
RTRJ R^71 ^ TlfTTfet fRTP -7! Jt ftT?Jlf%*fl ^ #J R’ ST. TTrr ‘"'7R 
^RR*R f<WH fq^qfqtiici^, fRvgRRjgr giTT Wigifl fd V* “i" 1 Trr Tr, ~^^'ur-TT 

fafarRI 3^WT SlRt) I 
RRSt (tfSRtfRgFT) 

(Rg R^ 2010 RRRT Rig RTIhVF) 3RRf%7TR RRRR, WT^WvX 
3TRJ RgTT 4 RftlfgRT %R on fejif§PTf <£ RRR R SI. TRFl3n< 
RR^SR fq*iH (q?Rfqs4id'-i, gIR RRt=pT foiR RH ST Hi-RdiMi'R 

M^rOI 31#I sWt) ! 


(rs r^ 2010 ar^R 1 srp£ rk rr41ir r^rTr, rs^srst. 
3TRI rstt t ( RfsrfSRi fsfnj; on # fenf^prf gi #i -4 'st. RdstarR 

3RTFR fa^iid !R?RfR?JTRfR, rqoiqqisi gRTTRt^FRfRRf RF W 'Ji-RdiyM 

r^ryi 3i#m?Wt) i 


TTR^(RPfl<£fRR$) 

(RS R^ 7010 3TRRT SRRT RTR RRRlRq RiSR^I RUHR, RSfgdRg, 
RRJ R^I R' RftlfgF IRdf ~ Tfr iwfSRTf ^ #T R ST. RTRiRT 
F1W fRTFT fq?q(q?j[''i ; 'i J fqRRqisi gRI fqleji d fgn!, RF R<. RFRcfMF 
f^ferRi 3i#m Ffot) ; 

RRRR (3M.) 


(RS R^ 2010 3TRRT SRR( RTS FRRtRR RtSRTF RRFR, R^JRRRT, 
3TRI RgR R RMgF feR all gg f^rStTf^FTT R #1 R 'ST. TRFtRTT 


TPRRSR 


1, fRRRRTSl g*n TRtfFT fRRi Rid RT RFRRTTTTF 


-■w d r| p) 1 !] ) 


SlRciaTI 

(RS R^ 2010 3TRRT SR^ Rig RRRtRR RlSRlF WR, RTTRRRR, 
3Tpy R^TT 1? RfTlfaRT %R afl 7# fRSlrf^lRf ^ RRR R SI. RdRTiTR 
7RIFR R^ii fq?qfqt(iciq J fR'aiqqiSl gRT ^l^d fRTR alRRi Hi^dtMi'R 
fRfRRRl -ST^Rl SFft) t 


StFR-RRST 

(Rg R? 2010 3TRR1 Rig RRRIrh RfSRTFT RnFR, RRRRW,, 
3TF8I Rg?l rf RfVrfgF fRTR Till TR faRT^gRt ^ RRR 4' ST. RdRlRR 
FfTF-R feH fd^fek-lR, tcFRRRlSl gRf T RT?FT^R oTF R7 Rl-'HW!'-' 
fRfRRRT Rf(c1l Pi'll) I 


CfRR 17 (aFRH RFfrt) 

(RR ^R 2009 RRRI M RTs SRRvi RTR^Rld RRTfRRJIFR, tgRRTg. 
3 TRJ R^?\ 4 ' RfTlfglcT IrTR RT TR fRgJlf^lRl RT RRR R St. RdRRF 
7RRSR fR^lFT fRTRfRRJIFR, fRdlRRTST gRT RRt^nT fRTR RfR RT RFRUTRIRT 


fRl+iRI 3TRR1 RjRT ) i 
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0*) Tn^Eicriun^i (2) ^ ^ 3 ^ 44 aft (*rm 

fa*qfqsjK'l<0, (d^Hpl ” ^ ■yf^T h^1<*K u i ^ 'hMH (3) ^ ^ ^ Pif^] TfH^ ^ BTFcTR 

yf^fe '^T^RT ^7 P'MPrefect 3 kiPW Rti<wi ^TTOT:- 

izPm $m ^fef^r (^r^f^t) t^Hi4£P^1) 

2010 3Tr^R^H 4’ 

■^friftiRT ^Tl P^jfM ^ TT^-J ^ cjV>^?q< ^jgfq^F) 7TP4H 
('RTO P^fc^q), PcUF'Hpl ?RI ^<jxl f^ ^ ^TPTrTT^TTT 
PqPfcoU! 3T*f?n FPTt] l 

(^) faf^TT 3T^T1 (2) ^ iferT Iwr" ^ 

Tlffl ^ TTf^Fd (3) ^ ^ SW'fa Tlfafe tr^ TP^ftlcT "yftffe 

^ PHHPdPsid 3uifq<*. f^Tf WR3T1, dl-Hd:- 


(*n*j<rfa<+i W*H) 


3^TtfeftR (M^M) 


oTO? 3TFP MPsPfH (W^TcTpjft) 


4P^PfH (^Hpjft) 


pKlPl^cH ^|<rfWft $ PsKllHl 


3?f^ (T^^tf^TT) 


^ / C' v - c r \ 

^ST (ffT^IFW hUTMH) 

(RF 3rfo 2010 RRRT FRR? RTF i^Fcl RREtR, RTfoTR, fRFK 
3 ‘sririf^rcT Irrt in t£ f^nfSprf ^ #i 4 tI.tt. ^ fRTRfRFTRTR, 
RE^, fs^R £RT TRRfF fRRr ^TFI R7 Tli-qniyR fRf^rR! RFm 

FRft) I 

RRs! (fRrfRRtefat) 

(RF Rlfa 2010 33RRI ^FP^RTF <£fiFR =MeM, R>f<TFR, fRFR 

3 RfWSIR fRTTT Tin 71? t^rfSprf ^ ^t.TT. W f^fsTWTcFT, 

f«(pi< 'gRl E«(l<f>(l M 4!A R3 ‘il'^iliyiHl WTrTT! W?TI 

■ ¥PtI) I 

THT51 C9>mf^lcM) 

(■q? 3T^T 2010 3W^ ^FT ^f?FR 4fWrl ^H?TiT, '*¥>fi$K, UfV 
^ 3Jf?lf%RT ferr tstT T? [qyif^'Ml ^ Tf ^t.TRT. 4’sH ftT^rf^snm. 
I«(5K "5RT F^tfuT f?>U, 'JlH TR TRPfmRT f^f^ioFTT iTffrn 

FtRl) I 

TTH^t ( ^«Ttc#5ft) 

(^33^12010 3TSM sw* ^ ^-f^R Rfefcc3 WT5T, fq^TR 

$ ■gM^RT %tt , 5Ti t# fttnf^rm ^ tret -r' ^.th. tfeRT 
REj^xi^ [«(eK SRI EcO-Jiri f^TTi JlH RT. Hl- ? -R1iyi'<l f^f^rf-il JTfffTl 
sM) I 

(■Rf 33^cl 2010 33*T^T 37?^ «TR '+ird?K OPs+Tl TRT51, 'fTfef.R. t^fTR 
SfTTf^RT f^RT ^TT 7^ fedf^^TI ^ TT^ET R RtlpT. Rsd 
R^JTT, fRFR SRT u »j|H R7 RT-WTTTRT f-^fVioHi yff'Ji 

^PTl) I 

TRTSl ( U4IRlT'O'iJ]) 

(RS 3T^c7 2010 3TRRI 37^ RK +.Pd5K RfScRT RTTRT3T, *f7?,H. f^jr 
T? TlfTlf^RT RT fR^Ilf^TRt ^ 7TRET R Rt.RR, hscI fRTRfRRTETR, 
RR^O, fRSR SKl TRt^fTcT Tt)R RlR RT RPRcTTRrR fRfRRRT TT^nT 
FtRt) I 
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tP&X 3TPTT (RIRKlR fR?7R) 


RRffi 3 fRWTIrf (RRR, R7R> TTR "ncTT) 


RTSe* 3TRT itfefRR (RTRIH RfefRd) 


RTTFRlfR'Mi 3 rs'-niHi 


rtrrk afar 


srw ofeftn CsRfelHlRt, ^M) 


ITRFl (RIH<) J I fRHR) 

(RF 2010 HRRI 3RR7 RIS RIFT 3JHR RfeTH RFHH, feTPIRH. 

fRFKR RfRfsiR fs^-an t? fasnfmi r> #i r rIttr rfh fa*Rf*raiHR . 
trrjr, fHFR ski Wr$ti fn 7 , rh hi RpRcnnTRf f-'-rfRKRi rtr 
ftr)) i 
i?R<R 

(RF 3T^cT 2010 3TRRI vS«4> RTS *11(11 3pm 9fe=fcd RUHR, 
fRFRR RSHfRTRfeHR, 

r^jr, fRFR urcr T^rfTd fRiri airi hi: rprittitkt Mrm rfh 
F ffi) i 

SM-sl (JiHlel KfkRi-i) 

(RF 315d 2010 3TRRT Afi<+; RIS Min Jpift MrS'd-.d RKHR tRRTHT 
fRFR"0 yD'llRci fSF("an IF TPcJlf^PTTR» HRRRRT.RR. Rrht H'.'-.-Oj^r-.j- 
RR^l, fRFK SKI RTffH f^TT HFt RT OH-tdiyi'4 l-Jtdv - #?■!■■ 
FIR*) I 

(RF R^, 2010 3RKTI TOT SIR RTFT Tprct RfesUH SFTHH, t??l?! ';;. 
Irfr 3 RfsrfRF hi tf i^raiWi^#i 3 rt.fr. rsh NsrIrfiih ; i, 
r*R£R' fttuK 'shi TRTfR f-trp '-iH t hi-hiPOR phtt; v: ;! 
fir!) i 

RRSt (RIFRTTRTRKTTHt) 

(RF 3TtlH 2010 3TRRI <dl< Hldl T pRt HfFRTH +.k-|-si . TRRd'iS 
Irfr 3 rWrs fetT ri tf f^nfSmf hi wj r ^fr.vR. Rrh faTR^Rpn? 

RRJR. fRFK SKI Hlfd ftSTT RTF TR RFRdTRPR fHfocRI HtKTI 
Fffl) I 

(sWtrpO 


(RF T*§ 2010 3IRRT FTP# RTS R1RI TJHlt RfFRH RUHR, fe'FR, 
fstsR ■£[ 'SRlTfeS fRRt Hi *F TRtllPidl' ^ RRR R RI.IR. *lV.ci fqvqRtiidR. 
Rtl^pr, iRfK SKI fspr Wd Rr RpRiTTp! 

irpft) l 

(R) m-Rdiyikt Rf+cRl ai^fTTft 1 #! (SR^RRRIKKT (2) ^ 'flRRfs “^ TflfRR fRs fRRifaamra. iv-il" 

^ -afir K RteK R RTS T*m ( 3 ) ^ RR fRf^K ) R- URTTfr 5TfKR RR IRR RRh-R Hfcjfe 

^ RTS fd>RlNfiad R^l 3<dl=(>; fRTRT RfURTT, RTR? — 


TTR 3Ttet#jft fekrilMI 


#7R-RT 

(RF R^, 2010 3TRR1 aRSf RiS RRRTRTtK faf^RT iTi^T T'< '^'H 
rRRH, Rl 3TRITRqyT 3RRITK7. R^ fSc^ft R RMsTT W- Vfi 7 i- 
fR?Ilfl?R! Ri RRR R iJP ‘fiTTS fRF TSRTR fRSRfRSUnR. i r-^* ?rr 
74l^>d fVQ. RT^ RT Hl-RriiViiAl (Hf-dl FFTT) 1 


(35) RPTTTV.KT fRi^rffl -R^RT tWRT RIS RTKSR (2) ^ RR R f¥^R) ^ -RRKK? ’3pR'iRfRTRfRRRTR" RT pts RTTRrr 
a? f^TR Rf^Tl RW (?R^ 'RTS RUHR (3) ^ RR R TTlRRT ^ SfURtT ‘a^TTR #lfe TTR HRR RRIrR rW^R R5 RH 

fRJHfHRRS RT) Rdi-t” fdIRT RIT3RI, RTRcf:- 





: m n—-mz 3(h)] 


qKTT qq TT5m : 3^3R 30 2010/37Tf<i<*. 8, 1932 
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( 2 ) 


(3) 


7573^7 STTF ^ fqudR (TRRWt) 0 ^l 1/l( 0^ ( gd<7M ) 

(W R 1974 qqqi ^77?) q^ qiqqt ir-qiqTrq qrq ftqq qfeqrd 
qn?fa, 3 tpkrr q qfdftR fqp qi 7# fqsnflNf qr #i q ’pw 
!q?qfqs?R»q ira ^efl-fid %tt qr^ qr qr^diuiR fqfqRTn q^<n iM) i 

( 37) qFTcTT WZ Rf+rffl qifrj dWqr ( |¥q q^ ( 2 ) ¥ W- r f faf^e) 37 3T=?rtrl "TTfcP? RwRltyidO, TJdM " ^ #? 

'IdldHqqifdqTlFqRdq (^q^qRqqiqq (3) ^qPT^fqffe) ?rNqr ^ 3RfR qfqq qfqfeqqqq^TTafqq qfafe *6 3K 
qrf qqf%R faqn qnR qqci:- 

7Tfq77 3flq? qfefqq ( fqfdMldkl ) qq^t ( Pf f q ^d l di ) 

(qq q i, 2010 qqqr qqq qq q. qtq qqid qqpqpr qfeq.d -rtr 
T rwre, 'j^Hid q qfdfyq fqq qr 7? fqsjrfaqf q- trh q ttktr 
fqTqfqsndq, ipRm sro klfd %tt qtf q 7 qpqqrare fqfqqqr 3?Fm 
Fpft) i 

qrqqr dfq qfeftH ('fcrtdTqh qq^ (1«ndlqt) 

(R qf, 2010 37*731 qq^ qR TTl.g. W itfl+id 37773, gT^PK, 

g^TTiq qfqrf^RT feq qr 7t? fquiRrqf ql 7-fqq q fqTqfquidq, 

qddd gw TqtqicT ft *v qd q7 Hi-'-wryiKi fqfqqqT dffdi pi'fl) I 

(H) qpqqi qpq WRttt str dtqqr (17737 qn 33dq ( 2 ) ^ PiRy) 3 ^ arqrfa ‘‘qrqqq fqqqfq^mq, >jq{Ri” *£ 
qfq H'it)<t)<«! fdg ttRtr qq ( 1773 ^ 313 37idq ( 3 ) 3 ^ qq ^f FiR^) ttW^t 3l qcpfrr sffqq qf^fe qq 777777 77qfq?T qfqfe 
^ qri fqqfqfeq qrr srRtr fRn w-,7. qrq<!:- 

qfqe7 qR tjfefqH (qnqfsFKrfcsft ) qqqt (^iqf^ldkl) 

(qf q^q, 2010 qqqr ^77^ qfsqrq qqqq, qi^HOT, 

iprncT q qfqRq fqq qr 7 # fqrnRTqT ^ #t v wit fqqqfwqq, 
gqrrcT rt -41 ■fid fqq qpt q7 qFqqrraM fqfqrqr q^q qqt) 1 
T nqrq 

(qF qN, 2010 qqqi qif q7qq7t qfeqrq qpqq, 'wtt. 
gqrra 4' qfqfqq fqq ^ tf fqqrf^Tqr q wt 4 qTqqrr fqTqfqqrqpT. 
7PT7T7T ?T7T TMlfd fqq qq q7 qqqqqr P-jf^rqi qRT mh 1 
qq^ (qrq^tqqTt) 

(qq q^d, 2010 qqqi 37R qiq wwO qfRd qqqq, qrqqq, 
gq7q4'qf^qqf^qT7#fq7iTR7qT^7Tqqq qTqqq7fq7qfqqTeTq, 
gqTTcT 5 K 1 +41<f d fqq wt q7 qTqqrqrTT fqfqrfTn q^di qift) i 
tlq 

(q? 3T^d, 2010 qqq 37 R q^ w+m qr^q, qqqq, 
qqriqq qfqfqqfqqq? rf, fqqrf?rqf ^Trqq q ^qqw RivdRr^ido, 
gqTRT ?iq qq^pq fqq qm qr qFqqqpq fqfRqi q#q Rft) i 
9,h 4I (llql0,d) 

(qf q^d, 2010 qqqi ^7R qq 777^371 qfsqTd 37Tdq, qiqdK, 
TjqTRf yRfiPspr fqrq qr ti tq^nRrqr ^ qqq q qiqqq7 fqqqfqnrdq, 
gqTRT H7T 7^71 fR( qj% q7 HMdiyi'd fqfqqqi q?d ml) I 
(4lSl4lUd) 

(q| q$d ; 2010 qqqi q77^ qK 77737771 qfe'TTd dTd^T. 'qqdTT. 
gqTrn q qfdfqq fqpr qT 7^ fqqrf^qf qr 77qq q qrqqqr fqRqqrd ? i, 
gq717T 'gJTl Tqlfd fq7( qR q7 qpq<TMR fqfqidTT 3T^cTT 11 Ml) i 


'Tqq q fqdTd (qTR, qqr qq q^) 


qq77 qfq qfeftn (qrqi^fqT^t) 


TRTqtfqqT i' fe^dt 


7T 


qq?7 3777? qfefqd (qqiddrqT, «=H<hi 41 gq dqtqt) 


• ^ qt ad i d i, q^Tidi# m qM q rsvilm 
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aw AfeftR (qqftqftvoqlq) 


qftftlftcqft <}ftf*R q 


qq^t (mRHf+rHft) 

(RS RT^, 2010 RPR Rqft RTq TTFfck) Mft+H XRlftR, qTRPq, 
7 pRRT xf qfttfRTT ftp RT ^ fqtnPM ^ RRR ^ 'Hi 4^0 ftxiRftqiRq, 
‘j'JiOd 5R1 *=n<j>d ftp 'Hi'i R3 Hi'qdllliyi fftil) I 

Rftftq 

(RF qr< 2010 3TRR1 PTF RK TTT+kI <}fe<fc<r1 Rpftr, qiRH'll, 
3pRRi qftrfMd ftp Rift faaifM ^ #i qf wro fiwft awo, 
TPRRT SR! wlfd ftp Rft q* mPdRIkl ftlPbcWI 31^1 Rftt) I 


(R) Hi-qai mihi fftft><?Hli Pfftl RTR tiinn (2) Ri "4" ftRt-d) Ri pqpfa “u^ifft RlRt qRRSR NjIH 

ft^qfttilHR ” Ri Tift T T3ft^T a T Ri ftp qftTR ^P (f£Ri RR cj^ici-h (3 ) R> '^'T q ftR 1 ^) r£ Rd'iti pftq yftift 
qR 3*1*1 *ft"ftR yftfft Ri RR PiMRiPsid R?t ftflft v_ ft>qi Riqni, -flqd :- 


qqp RTF ■?T3?tt (RPR TTsfrt) 


qqqq (RPRPjffi) 

(RF 3T^T, 2006 3TRR) RRRi RR PR-Pqft qft*R RPlR, 

TMpi, RpfoF q rMpt ftp ^ faraifW r? #j 3 w t# 
*R1TP ft*in ft^qftsiiciq, q*ici1< sJTO ^sft^jtT ftp RR P Hi-H<iiyr<i 

ftlftcRT 3T^n?Vft) I 


RRP qft Aft fan (iwtfpdi qftfFR) 


qqp arfqr (Tift; TRRT'ftpR) 


PRP * ■AfeftR/qpp 3TTP qftfl (TTFjjrr ftRR 
qRRftiftftPR) 


qq^t (qi{ftH+ AfeftR) 

(RF Hqq<, 2006 33RRI <j*i<6 RR 3RT-3Tqft AfeRPT RRRR, RTRIP. 
't>'ifi e H yftiftffi ftp RT fRFITfftqt P RRR R J ,i^ift Rlftt WR’-R 


T, «t‘itfk sJRT *q)<f>d Irtti -^ih qr Ml-4aiyi i -n fRferqi 


^TTT f>) J fl) I 

X33TC^ (?kR fqjlFt) 

(^ 2001 R 3TR--3FTtq qfT+R WR, 4l dp'. 

+Hfe'3h q qfclfaFT qq T$ f^TlfW qr W1 q qjflq qfqt MW 

wfk ira wlt'H fqp, *th p tn^idiyi'-d M^rqi 


33^11 6l‘il) I 

'R(y^^Pi fq?iii XTq <rTlO J l ) 


(1^, 2010 R 33«3^T qR Txqq^ qfsq^T TH5I qtT 3Fjqv-qq 
3TFFTIR, wfR, cbdiich q qfTTftR 1%q ^T T? f^nt$Pt W, #1 q 
q^itq qMt ^i^r fq^in tq?qfq?JTRq, qqRk sjkt iqt^R fqp rr p 
MI-MdlWTR P^lRhoHl 31^1 #ft) I 


■pjf% l^n xiq qqtqq ft?R 3 fek-iwi -sMstI 

qf, 20 io q aiqqi qiq qq%q Mfe+d q^RR afq qqrr'qR 

stfrir, =t'itdl<, qRfeqi qfM^d fqrq, ri t? fqqrf^qi ^ qqq q 
TRftq qqft wqsq fqjTR fq?qfq?ITRq, #Trfk SKT TRt^R fq3q RR qr 
HMdiyikt fqfqqqi RT^RT Ftql) I 


% fqqR q - ftqrtqi Rtart 

(qf q|, 2010 q 3 trri sm rk qqqlR qfeqR rhrr qq ^rvir 
RqrmR, qq^fq, RRfeq? q qfW$R feq rt t? fqqifSrqi' qr wi q 
rrH qfxft 3RqaqfRRR Pci^Pi^ho, rhcIr iro trI^r ftp rr p 
Hi-qdiypq fqftcqi ar^n ftft) i 






[ftfn-TsPR 3 (ii)] 


FTTF FF T1RFF : FTFfTT 30, 2010/FFfifFr 8, 1932 
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frt xt' femlFi 


FFfTFfFTTTTtF FfefFF F feRTlFT 


jTfwtR-fFRF rf feRFFT 


rtfft 3tn? FfefFF (tfeR fw) 


fttft shf? (ff--rtf) 


FTTFT #P ( 3TfTFT1F-fFRF) 


^trftFR 

(FF F^, 2010 *f 3TFFT FRFt FTF TR^tf itfeFRT FTT#F afk 3FJTRTF 
3TTFFTcF, FFFftT, Wrfc&i F ylrifeTF loiy, RT T^ iFFiPffFf Ft TtWf xt" 

Hi^i<1191*0 ’ST^rrr Fhit) i 

^’Ttrrif 

(F? Ft 2010 F 3TFFT FRFt FTC xnRtR JtfecfTcl FFctR 3ik 3FJTRTF 
3TTFF1TC, RFFftr, FRTCFT F fM^F fFTF RT # f^JTf^ff FT TRF F 
TRitF FTFt RlTR fFRTF fFTFfRSJTcFF, WmciU 1*R ■rI'JR fo>F 'Jll^ FT 
FTRFnJTFf fFfFTRTl 3T^rTT flFf) | 

Ft, Rfx-F ti' i -fFRR 

(FF Ft 2010 F RFFT FTTFT FTC irf)r Of-s^ci FvM^I 3Ttr 3f jTTFH 
3TTF<TT<F, FFcttr, FTFfeFT F UMW fFTF FT TF fFRlfW FT FRF F 
TTRfF FTFt 7FTT*F fFRTF fFTFfFRTcTF, FFcffT TJR *ol<f<l (Vi^ RFt FT 
FFFF1FTFT fFfFRBI 3TivFT FFTt) I 
FFFl (tfTCFTf=TCTF) 

(FT? Ft 2010 F 3T«RT 3TR). FTC Ft. FTT. TFR FfeFTR 3TF>TCFt, 
FFF?TT, FH^*, F FfTCfRF fFTF RI TF Ft 7RF F #1 FRt 

TRTR tF3FF iFRfFFMF, FFT^ IR T=#p f^ FFF FT FTRFmR 
fFfFTcTTt 3TT?FT ft" 9) I 
XR XR ( FF-fo?Tl-l) 

(FK Ft 2010 F 3RFT RTTFt FTC Ft. XR. FF? FfgFTR 3TF7TCF1, 
R KlU, FTFfcTFT F fFTF RT TT? fFTJlf^TFl R TTFF F TTRlF FTFf 

TFRR fFTR-T fFFFfFTTTfTF, FFFttT gi<i FFt^fTF fFTF RH FT FT-FFTTITR 
fFfFTCFT Fffrn FTFt) I . 

FFFR (RfWRl-txRR) 

(FF Ft 2010 F RFFT RRR FTC Ft, XR. RTF FfeFRi 3RTFFt, 
FF#T, FRtTFX F fM\T?T fFR RT TF fF^Rt' qR TRF F TRtF FT Ft 
TFRR fF5FF fFRfF^MF, FM<rft< ?R RTfR fFR RTF FT FTRFVFR 
fFfFKTTT 3T^?TT FlFT) I 


(F) FTRcTT FIR MFRR 3#FI 7THFT (?TFP FIT RTeR (2) Ft FF F fFfe) Ft 3RTO “FFTFtT fFFFfFTHcTF” Ft Ufa 
FRtFTTR Ft %FfTfR Rq (/^TlFt FK FFTTF (3) RFF F'fFftR) Rtxfe R 3TRfF sffcR FfFfR TR TFF TRfFF Ffafe R FT? 
fFRRTfeF FF FFfF'F fFRI FTFRI, FTFF:- 


STFeT FfFT FflfFF (RRT fFiTHRFfttF fFFTF, 
;r fRTR tFRF 3^R FF) 


RFT fFRF/RxfTR fFJTTF, FtFTR fF5FF 
FR3 FF F feRTTR) 


FF^t (TRF1 fFRF,RittR fFFFT iftT FTO TTF) 

(FF Rf 1990 F 3TFF1 '5FFR FTF TfFFFF FfeFTcl FRTF. WFFT, FR 
3TIT RFxftT tf FM%F fFR FT TF tFtnfFFI FT T7FF F FTRFT fFFFtFFTcTF, 
?R RtfTF (Vilj, RTF FT FIRFIFTR fFfRFR -iRR FTFT) t 
ilRFOW 

(F? Fxf 1989 F FFFT FFFt FK TRFTtF FfeFRT FTMF, RFFT, >FR 
stlT FTTFR F XlfFlfyF fFTF, FT TF fFITTfFFT Ft TTFF F FTFRtT fFTFtFFTTTF, 
?R RtfF fFR RTF FT FTRFTFTFT fFfFTrFT 3#FT FTFt) I 
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IMRT Mm qMq; RR R^RR! (2) iFI 4 MM) m. 3TRFTa “'SRTFTRR raW'TCTFrT' T. y!- 

IfRqqfqRTRR (F3FRRRqqRq (3) ^FRqfqf^S) #W RT #13 atfqq vtt'Z RR ~Sm qqfaq T^n t 

q4 ^Vif'W fqqn 'jfnrn, irei:- 


FRRR 3lfq? MfeftH ( 4ilif-H'+) qfefw) FA ^ (iRRf=qqr MfefRd ) 

(RF r 4 1978 4 33RRT RFiqr RR Tr-OdUR 4feRR7 RTFR, FRTFFRT- 

4 qf4f^R fqrq rt ff Rtiif^qr m 4rr 4 fhtfirr fq?qfqFirRR mm 
RfhfR fM, rt4 tr mh-ictwiri fqfern r^rt ffti) 1 

(z) q i -Rc traiR i P-Craii 3t4rt rMri (fr^ rr qqqra ( 2 ) ^ qq 4 fqf^q) qr srtRfa “ waM rj^rt qFRTR qfeqRi mm 
PqYRfqFlldq, FNsIH* ” ^ qfa 4 - 41'+)3 u I ^ faq TTf^TRT qq (iq^RRRqqq (3) Ri FT 4 f¥^) #4^ JRTRR Mm’.Mfm 
rr <rh 4 qNTqq ufqfe ^ rr Iqjqfqrfqrq q4 ^Pi(q'< ■fqrRi Riqqi, qjqq:- 
"5Tq23 stff 4fef4q (q444qq> qfefqq) qq 4t (qrftf'qqi qfefqq) 

(qqq^ 1978 ^ qqqi qqqi qR qqq^iqq qf^qR qqqq, trtrr 
4 qfqifaqr fqq, ri tf fqFnf^qf q; 4 rr 4 ^sqqfq tttfri rfittr 
qfeqRT qqcTF fqqqfqtmq, ciqjqqi '^rt q4fq fqrq rr rt qpqrrarq 
fqfqqqi qi^n 44ft) i 

qqq arfq* 4r<sftH (qftiP-qq. 4f4i4H) qq^t (qfttfqRFqfefqq) 

( FT qq 1953 4 3RTR1 qqq RR R^.Rt. qfSRvR RURR, rTW£ M 
qfqf^Ri fqq rt t? fqsnfSrqf % 4rr 4 Rqqfq qn^ift rfrir qfeqnq 
qqqR pc^p^n^, r, sri Rlqq fqq rr rt qRqwq fqf+rJ n 

h P (i 1 oRrt) i 

(R) M l -9dm i qi MqRRl 31^n (zm qR qqRR ( 2 ) ^ -RR q' fqfTR) R7 qRRRT "qRqqq: fqqqfqwrq" w. M 
qqtqRR^f^Fffsqqqq (qq^RRqqqrq ( 3 ) f^z) qftqqi^ 3 Rtr Mm qq zm qtqfRi^qR 

fqRfrilTqq qq 3 hViR z tqTRi Riqqi, qrqq :- 

qrqq^ qqr'^fefqq (RR^fRiqi qfefqq) qqq! (qrt^qqrqfqfqq) 

(rf rr 1953 q qqqr qq^ rr q%qft. qfeqR? qqqra, c-ug-i* q 
qfqf^q fqrq rt fRarf^qf ^ qqq q cRqqq q qfqfarrq fqq? ri 7 ? 
f^uif?rqf qr qqq -4' rish^ rq^fqtiidq, FRi ’RifR feq rr 
rf qRqcTrarqr fqfqqqi frh) i 

(r) qrqqqnra fqfqqqr rfr rNr (fr^ rr qq^q ( 2 ) q7 qq 4‘ Iqf^R:) q? ®rrt<t “f^q qfq qfeqR rttr 
fR F q fR R r RR , FTO” ^ qfq RRTqRR R fdR33%R1 RR (FTWRK RiTRq (3) R RR R f¥^q) 7Mq3 q3 3RprR iffqR vMz 
xrq qq3t qqfqq qfqfe ^ rr fTRfdfeq qq aRrf^R fqqn Rrqqr, rrr :- 

RTqe* qfrq> (qWAiq. qfefRR) (RtTfqwqfqfqq) 

(rf r4 1953 q ^qqi zow; rr ri.rt. qfeqrq qq^R. - 
Trfqrf^TcT Iqqj; ri jz fRFnfqqf m #1 q 'dRaqq; q fqq> rt rt 

^ 3TRR 4' RRsPrai tRRRfqFTRTR, ci^a-i* fTRT FRPfvq 1 q. 11 Rl-1 
R3 RFRcTOTR! tqfqRFn Wai FRft) l 


qfefqq) 


(q) qi-RciraiRi ; 


qq qq4 qRfqq qfqfe ^ rr 
ftr^ 3 tff mHjPhh (qHfqiq 


Fiqqi qrrq) qfefqq 


qferqq) 


■ qfefqq' 


W3 ^:T. M 


qrqqi: anq? 4fefqq ( 7 


■ qfefqq) 


wmz, q 


t Tqrn -qr-i 


q'tft ^ tqrq ftwqt: 

1. TH i d43 i iR q i aq qq ^ triq qq l^q rerri 5 r 4 qfr srfqqRm qrqfq ^ tlrq FRft fqqqi rr fqqq 'jrI^t qq Riqqi 1 

2 . qq-RRT 4 q siqf^q r^rr ■qpqqr qq qqq R7 qqiqRR qqf qqR % RRRRRq qRfqq q=nqqqrR TBRqRTf q fqrRRR ^ 

^ Rlf3RRT RR Ft RTTRIT I 

[q. q. 12012/173/2010 -qqf On.ii ; j 
qfqm Irriri, qq 7 qfqq 
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MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health and Family Welfare) 

New Delhi, the 16th September, 2010 

S.O, 2658.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the Section 11 of the Indian Medical Council 
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes the following 
further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, due to change of nomenclature of the qualification namely:— 

In the said Schedule— 

(a) against “Osmania University, Hyderabad” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred 
to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter 
referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

2 3 

“Doctor of Medicine (Radiology/Radio Diagnosis)” MD (Radiology/Radio Diagnosis) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Osmania University, Hyderabad in respect of students be¬ 
ing trained at Gandhi Medical College, Hyderabad, Andhra 
Pradesh on or after 1980.) 

(b) against “Andhra Pradesh University, of Health Sciences, Vijayawada” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

“Doctor of Medicine (Radiology/Radio Diagnosis)” MD (Radiology/Radio Diagnosis) 

(This snail be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Andhra Pradesh University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada 
in respect of students being trained at Gandhi Mu! teal College, 
Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh on or after 1980,) 

(c) against “Dr. NTR. University, of Health Sciences, Vijayawada” under theheading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification* 
[hereinafterreferred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 'Abbreviation f : 
Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely 

“Doctor of Medicine (Radiology/Radio Diagnosis)” MD (Radiology/Radio Diagnosis) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences. Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Gandhi Medical College, Hyderabad. 
Andhra Pradesh on or after 1980). 

“Master of Surgery (Ear, Nose and Throat)” MS (ENT) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences, Elunn. Andhra Pradesh on or after May. 201 (ft. 

“Diploma in Laryngology and Otology” DLO 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences, Eiuru, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 201 Oj. 

“Master of Surgery (General Surgery)” MS (General Surgery) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification w hen granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences. Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences. Eiuru, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 
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2 


3 


"‘Master of Surgery (Orthopaedics)” 


“Master of Surgery (Ophthalmology)” 


11 ‘Doctor of Medicine (Paediatrics)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Radio Diagnosis)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Anaesthesia)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Tubcrculo.sis/Pulmonary 
Medicine)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Psychiatry)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)” 


“Doctor of Medicine biochemistry)” 


MS (Ortho.) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences, Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

MS (Ophth.) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada ui respect 
of students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences, Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

MD (Paed.) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Allun Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences, Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

MD (Radio Diagnosis) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences, Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or after May. 2010). 

MD (Anaesth.) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences, Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010.) 

MD (TB/Pulnionary Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of the students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy 
of Medical Sciences, Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or alter May, 
2010 ). 

MD (Psychiatry) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr .'NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences, Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or alter May, 2010). 

MD (General Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being tr oned at Allun Sitarama Rain \cadeim of 
Medical Sciences, Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or alter May. 2010). 

MD (Biochemistry) 

(This shall be a rcc gnized medical qualification when grantc 
by Dr. NTR Univei y of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in i espee 
of the students bei trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Acaden 
of Medical Seiem. Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or after \1;. 
2010 .) 
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“Doctor of Medicine (Microbiology)” 

MD (Microbiology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Alluri Sitarama Raju Academy of 
Medical Sciences, Eluru, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

“Doctor of Medicine (Pharmacology)” 

MD (Pharmacology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Kamineni Institute of Medical 
Sciences, Narketpally, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

“Doctor of Medicine (Radio Diagnosis)” 

MD (Radio Diagnosis) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when grantee! 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Kamineni Institute of Medical 
Sciences, Narketpally, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

“Doctor of Medicine (Psychiatry)” 

MD (Psychiatry) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at SVS Medical College. 
Mahabubnagar, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

“Doctor of Medicine (Biochemistry)” 

MD (Biochemistry) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at SVS Medical College, 
Mahabubnagar, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

“Master of Surgery (Orthopaedics)” 

MS (Ortho.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at SVS Medical College, 
Mahabubnagar, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

“Diploma in Laryngology & Otology” 

DLO 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at SVS Medical College, 
Mahabubnagar, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

“Diploma in Medical Radio Diagnosis” 

DMRD 

(This shall he a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at SVS Medical College, 
Mahabubnagar, Andhra Pradesh on or after May, 2010). 

“Master of Surgery (General Surgery)” 

MS(General Surgery) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada in respect 
of students being trained at Deccan College of Medical Sciences, 
Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh on or after June, 2009). 


4049 G1/10—3 
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(d) against “Sri Venkateswara Institute of Medical Sciences (Deemed University), Tirupati ” under the heading ‘ Recognised 

Medical Qualification 1 ' [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the 
heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall he inserted, namely . 

2 ~ 3 _ 

“Doctor of Medicine (Biochemistry)” MD( Biochemistry) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when grained 
by Sri Venkateswara Institute of Medical Sciences (Deemed 
University), Tirupati in respect of students being trained at 
Sri Venkateswara Institute of Medical Sciences, Tirupafi on ■ >? 
after May, 2010). 

(e) against “B.N. Mandal University, Bihar” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred 
to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading k Abbreviation for Registration (hereinafter 
referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely 

“Doctor of Medicine (Community Medicine)” MD(Community Medicine) 

(This shallbea recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura. Bihar in respect of 
students being trained at Katihar Medical College. Katihar, Bihar 
on or after April, 2010). 

“Doctor of Medicine (Physiology)” MD(Physiology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in respect ol' 
students being trained at Katihar Medical College, Katihar. Bihar 
oil or after April. 201 ti). 

“Doctorof Medicine (Pharmacology)” MD( Pharmacology! 

(This shad be a recognised medical qualification when grant* d 
by B.N. Mandat Uummlv, Madhepura BiLe in i.-go. ■ 2 
students being trained at Katihar Medical College, Kauiur. Bana 
on or alter April, 2010i. 

“Doctor of Medicine (Pathology)” MD( Pathology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in respect u< 
students being trained at Katihar Mulieal College. Katiha?. Bihar 
on or a Her April, 2010). 

“Diploma in Clinical Pathology” D C P 

(This shall bea recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in respect of 
students being trained at Katihar Medical College, Katihar. Bihar 
on or after April. 2010). 

“Doctor of Medicine (Anaesthesia)” MD(Anaesthesia) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when named 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura. Bihar in ivspvci ol 
students being trained at Katihar Medical College, Katihni. Bihar 
on or after April, 2010). 

“Diploma in Anaesthesia” DA 

(This shall bea recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar m roped ol 
students being trained at Katihar Mulieal College. Katihar. Bihar 
on or after April, 2010). 
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“Master of Surgery (Orthopaedics)” 


“Diploma in Orthopaedics" 


; K/clor Mctitunt ? Anatomy) f 


"Doctor of Medicine (Paediatrics)” 


“Diploma in Child Health” 


“Master of Surgery( General Surgery')” 


“Master of Surgery (Obstetrics & Gynaecology)” 


“Master ot MalicinqBiociierii'stry)” 


“Doctor of Medicine(Paediatrics)” 


MS(Orthopacdics) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in respect of 
students being trained at Katihar Medical College, Katihar, Bihar 
on or after April, 2010). 

D. Ortho. 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in respect of 
students being trained at Katihar Medical College, Katihar, Bihar 
on or after April, 2010). 

MD(Anatomy) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in respect of 
students being trained at Kaliliar Medical College, Katihar, Bihar 
on or after April, 2010). 

MD(Paediatncs) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in respect of 
students being trained at Katihar Medical College, Katihar, Bihar 
on or after April, 2010). 

DCH 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in respect of 
students being trained at Katihar Medical College, Katihar, Bihar 
on or after April, 2010). 

MS(Gencral Surgery') 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Bihar in respect of students being 
trained at Mata Gujri Medical College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or 
after April, 2010). 

MS(OBG) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Bihar in respect of students being 
trained at Mata Gujri Medical College, Kishangan j, Bihar on or 
after April, 2010). 

MD(Biochemistry) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Bihar in respect of students being 
trained at Mata Gujri Medical College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or 
after April, 2010). 

MD(Paediatrics) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N, Mandal University, Bihar in respect of students being 
trained at Mata Gujri Medical College, Kishanganj, Bihar on 01 
after April, 2010). 
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“Master of Surgery(Ear, Nose & Throat)” 

MS(ENT) 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Bihar in respect of students being 
trained at Mata Gujri Medical College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or 
after April, 2010). 

“Doctor of Medicine(General Medicine)' 5 

MD(General Medicine) 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Bihar in respect of students being 
trained at Mata Gujri Medical College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or 
after April, 2010.) 

“Diploma in Anaesthesia” 

DA 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Bihar in respect of students being 
trained at Mata Gujri Medical College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or 
after May, 2010.) 

“Doctor of Medicine(Microbiology)” 

MD(Microbiology) 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by B.N. Mandal University, Bihar in respect of students being 
trained at Mata Gujri Medical College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or 
after April, 2010.) 

“Doctor ofMedicine(Dermatology, Venerology 
& Leprosy)” 

MD(DVL) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when grained 
by B.N. Mandal University, Bihar in respect of students being 
trained at Mata Gujri Medical College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or 
after May, 2010.) 

(f) against “GuruGobind Singh Indraprastha University, Delhi” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification' 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for 
Registration 5 [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

2 

3 

“Diploma of Laryngology & Otology 5 

DLO 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Guru Gobind Singh Indraprastha University, Delhi in respect 
of students being trained at Postgraduate Institute of Medical 
Education & Research Dr. RML Hospital, New Delhi on or after 
May, 2010.) 

(g) against “Gujarat University” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification 5 [hereinafter referral to as column 
(2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto imder fixe heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration 5 [hereinafter referred 
to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

2 3 

“Doctor of Medicine/Master of Sxirgery (Anatomy)’ 5 

MD/M S (An at o my) 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Gujarat University, in respect of students being trained at 
Smt. NHL Municipal Medical College, Ahmedabad on or after 
1974.) 
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(h) against “Saurashtra University, Gujarat” under the heading 'Recognised Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred 
to as column (2)], after the hist entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 'Abbreviation for Registration ’ [hereinafter 
referred to as column (3)] , the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

2 

3 

“Doctor of Mcdicincf Physiology)” 

MD( Physiology) 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Saurashtra University, Gujarat in respect of students being 
trained at Pt. Deen Dayal Upadhyay Medical College, Rajkot, 
Gujarat onorafterMay,2010.) 

“Doctor of Meclicine( Pathology)” 

MD( Pathology) 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Saurashtra University, Gujarat in respect of sUidents being 
trained at C.U. Shah Medical College, Surenderanagar, Gujarat 
on or after May, 2010.) 

(i) against “Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat” under the heading 'Recognised Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter 
referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 'Abbreviation for Registration’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

2 

3 

“Doctor of Medicinc( Pharmacology)” 

MD(Pharmaco)ogy) 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat in respect of 
students being trained at Govt. Medical College, Bhavnagar, 
Gujarat on or after April, 2010.) 

“Master of Surgery(Eiir, Nose & Throat)” 

MS(ENT) 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat in respect of 
students being trained at Govt. Medical College, Bhavnagar, 
Gujarat on or after April, 2010.) 

“Doctor of Mulidnef Biochemistry)” 

MD(Biochemistry) 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat in respect of 
students being trained at Govt. Medical College, Bhavnagar, 
Gujarat on or after April, 2010.) 

“Diploma in Anaesthesia” 

DA 


(This shall bea recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat in respect of 
students being trained at Govt. Medical College, Bhavnagar, 
Gujarat on or after April, 2010.) 

“Doctor of Medicine(Dermatology, Venerology 

MD(DVL) 

& Li prosy)” 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat in respect of 
students being trained at Govt. Medical College, Bhavnagar, 
Gujarat on or after April, 2010.) 

“Diploma in Dermatology, Venerology & Leprosy” 

DDVL 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat in respect of 
students being trained at Govt. Medical College, Bhavnagar, 
Gujarat on or after April, 201 ().) 



7232 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 30,2010/KARTIKA 8,1932 


[ Part II— Slc\ 3(h)] 


2 3 


“Doctor of Medicine (Psychiatry)” MD(Psychiatry) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat in respect ol 
students being trained at Govt. Medical College, Bhavnagar. 
Gujarat on or after March, 2010.) 

'Diploma in Psychological Medicine” DPM 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when uran tec* 
by Bhavnagar University. Bhavnagar. Gujarat in i cs]k > ? 
students being trained at Govt Medical College. Bhaviui^; 
Gujarat on or after March, 2010} 

(j) against “Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, Bangalore” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Ouahlicalmu 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 'Abbreviation fm 
Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

2 3 


“Master of Surgerv(General Surgery)” 


“Doctor of Medicine(Forensic Medicine)” 


“Master of Surgery!Anatomy)” 


“Doctor of Mcdieine/Master of Surgery! Obsteti res 


& Gynaecology)” 


“Diploma in Obstelncs & Gynaecology” 


“Diploma in Ophthalmology” 


MS(General Surgeiy) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, Bangalore m 
respect of students being tramed at AUAmeen Medical College. 
Bijapur, Karnataka on or after October, 2006. j 

MD(Forensic Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, Bangalore in 
respect of students being trained at Al-Arneen Medical College. 
Bijapur, Karnataka on or after November, 2006. ) 

MS( Anatomy) 

(This shall be a recognised medical quafi fication wUr .-.u 
by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Scion '";, [i < maUn =. 
respect of students being trained at Al-Ameen Med! o c-fi.. 
Bijapur, Karnataka on or after 2001.) 

MD/MS(OBG) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Science-- B.imciUrv \u 
respect of .students being trained at MVJ .Medicm C ' 

Research Hospital. Bangalore, Karnataka on orafn ? Ma\ .. ■* 

DGO 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification '' hot) gj.ini: 
by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences. Baimalorv m 
respect of students being trained .ii MVJ Medical v <\ 

Research Hospital. Bangalore. Karnataka on m aiiu \la\ ; 

DO 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, Bangalore in 
respect of students being trained at MVJ Medical College & 
Research Hospital, Bangalore, Karnataka on or after May, 2010.} 
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“Doctor of Medicine (Forensic Medicine)' 1 MD (Forensic Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Allahabad University in respect of students being trained at 
M. L. N. Medical College, Allahabad, on or alter 1978.) 

(m) against “Chhatrapati Shahuji Maharaj Medical University, Lucknow 11 under thu heading ^Recognised Medical 

Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafterreferred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely : - 
“Doctor of Medicine (Forensic Medicine)” MD (Forensic Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Chhatrapati Shahuji Maharaj Medical University, Lucknow 
in respect of students being trained at M. L. N. Medical College. 
Allahabad, on or after 1978.) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Forensic Medicine)” MD (Forensic Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Chhatrapati Shahuji Maharaj Medical University, Lucknow 
in respect of students being trained at M. L. N. Medical College. 
Lucknow on or after 1953.) 

(n) against “Lucknow University” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to u> 
column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration 1 [hereinafter 
referral to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:— 

“Doctor of Medicine (Forensic Medicine)” MD (Forensic Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by Lucknow' University, Lucknow in respect of students being 
trained at K.G. Medical College, Lucknow, on or a Her 1953.) 

(o) against “King George Medical University, Lucknow” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification 1 [hereinafter 
referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration' 
[hereinafter referral to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

“Doctor of Maiicine(Forensic Medicine)” MD(Forensic Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
by King George Medical University, Lucknow- in respect ol 
students being trained at K. G. Medical College. Lucknow on or 
after 1953.) 

Note to all: 1. The recognition so granted to a Postgraduate Course shall be for a maximum period o f 5 years, upon 

which it shall have to be renewed. 

2. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required in sub-clause-4 shall invariably result m 
stoppage of admissions to the concerned Postgraduate Course. 

[No. U-l20!2/173/2()10-ME(P-ll)j 
ANITA TRIPATHI. Under Secv. 

^ 23 2010 

^T.3TT. 2659.—irofa klfac-HI 1956 (1956 102) ^ m\ l 1 TfCrq-mn (2) TfftFTT 

Tjqhl 1|TT "3^ qjcfcTT, ‘qkdV-l 73 3-T^rjj ijHjqci! "ft T jft<TTJ ^ TTtTR 643 

3rj^ft Oi RnTdRsid *mt*H t "=rm?r: 

Ml-Mcliyikl k '3TcPf?T "T^T. ''ft. Olecid4 keft, ( AiriH 2 R) k -Him 

k feTTT-^7 (3) k k 3TRfcT -3RT Ot fHHfdfkcl kt ^TRTT, RFTr!: 

2 ~ 3 ~ 

3iro ark 7 tf# 

(R? ^ 4i<q0, 201 OR 3 t?rt rr sfi rt Hl+^-r 

Iqtfll 3TR4H, keTI, RtF 3RTt R yfvrfSRT ^TI 7t ktiifkri W. 

rrr Of rr. Rt. ofeeid's keft, Rtf rrti ^fi 

FT RPRnRTFt f^ferRl 3RRTT KFIT I) 

- [ U -q. - 12012/1! 0/2004 - RR 1 (4 i 1 ) | 

3RTfaT fTTRT. 3RF 



[W\n—WG 3(ii)] 


WR : 30, 2010/^Tf?fe 8, 1932 
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New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2010 

S.O. 2659.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 11 of the Indian Medical Council 
Act, 1956(102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes the following 
further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:— 

[In the said First Schedule against "M J.P. Rohilkhand University, Bareilly, Uttar Pradesh” under the heading ‘Recognised 
Medical Qualification' in column (2)], and under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [in column (3)], the following 
shall be inserted, namely :— 

_ ' 3 ~ _ _ " 


Bachelor of Medicine and Bachelor of Surgery M.BJ3.S. 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by M J.P. Rohilkhand University, Bareilly, Uttar Pradesh on or 
after February, 2010 in respect of students trained at Slin Ram 
Murti Smarak Institute of Medical Sciences, Bareilly, Uttar 
Pradesh.) 

[No. U. 12012/110/2004-ME(P-II)] 
ANITA TRJPATHI, Under Secy. 

nf ferft, 24 ffian^ 2010 

w.w, 2660.—-qft^ arfVPm, 1948 0948 xpi 15) *jkt 10 (2) ^rt kbT rfferr 

win ftr fesr rrcfh, Rifer fgfem wrrf aifafwr gfr 3m a^Oi r fanfare afrr #1 

R T> -iiHri: 

2. xfefet Tfl fafesi ^ wr ^t. ■'^raarR "RTwrfen femrfi, fej ict sr? ^fr jtt 

fefiJ'Hl Hi-Hcil m R ^cT fx?fem srfypFT 1 ?, 1948 ( 1948 R3T 16) RR anpjxTf Wi RFT-1 "R WR +Os9i 50 ^ ftlHl 
R^ 33TBR 2 l«rT 3 RR yfafferf 4' PfHR'fftsItf STfafen RTF STclf^e fen Birnn : - 


FyferHr 'RmferR 


(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 


(iv) 


(v) 


(Rft feBT 29-4-2010 amr 


TTPRTSTfeR 

ffep 29-4-20! 0 fe3T*M 
wn x?ft -nf f) i 

(Rft fsfep 29-4-2010 R3 3T3RT 

Rxmi kh Rft nf i) i 


(Rft feBT 29-4-2010 1 araroiT 
VFm. TO ^ t)'l 




(TfT ffef 29-4- 2010 ^ 3T«rai 
rttft fe tp> f j i 


- Tjfr ferr.'.:; 4- 2u;;> r? w«Bf! 7?fe 


RRSfe (Rtffe) m 


RR^fe (3TfeT. ) S\. 95ZT3TR fferffem, fWBTST 


RR^fe (afer teroirowi) tt. Rfeam 






( fer.^2. ) SI. T^3TR ffeffejTBR, fefTW 


xfefer (jttrt.) ^r. ifetarp 1 


fXR^XXR ( fer. ) :fF. tlfe.-jTTT 737 x 42 ; ~rR. h-.-W* S 
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2 

3 

(vii) 33ket itfeFR ^ tfe^TTePft 

TUtj)ti)H (33t3el *feRH) -5T. RRH^TR 3RT3*R 

(Rft 29-4-2010 ^ 33«3^T333^ 

fwiRTgi" 

rt^ri vism RtI R^ i?) 1 



[37.12017/52/2006-^] 


arftn frqrat, mx ttH^t 


New Delhi, the 24th September, 2010 

S.O. 2660. —In exerciseof the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 ol 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following amendments 
in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of columns 2 & 3 against VII of Serial No. 50, in respect of Kamineni Institute of Dental Sciences, 
Nalgonda, Andhra Pradesh, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition ol 
dental degrees awarded by Dr, NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada, Andhra Pradesh, the following entries 
shall be inserted thereunder.— 


_2__3 

“Master of Dental Surgery 


(>) 

Periodontics 

(if granted on or after 29-04-2010) 

MDS (Perio.), Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, 
Vijayawada 

GO 

Prosthodontics 

(if granted on or after 29-04-2010) 

MDS(Prostho.), Dr, NTR University of Health Sciences, 
Vijayawada 

(iii) 

Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery 
(if granted on or after 29-04-2010) 

MDS (Oral Surgery), Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, 
Vijayawada 

(iv) 

Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics 
(if granted on or after 29-04-2010) 

MDS (Cons, Dent.), Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences 
Vijayawada 

(v) 

Orthodontics 

(i f grant ed on or aft er 29-04-201 ()) 

MDS (Ortho.), Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, 
Vijayawada 

(VI) 

Pcdodnntics 

f if granted on or alter 29-04-2010) 

MDS(Pedo), Dr. NTR University ol' Health Sciences, 
Vijayawada 

t vii i 

Oral Medicine & Radiology 
(if granted on or after 29-04-2010) 

MDS (Oral Med.). Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, 
Vijayawada” 


[F.No.V. 12017/52/2006-DE] 
ANITA TRIPATH1, Under Say. 


^f^ern, 24 f337R=53, 2010 

Tm.OT. 2661.—wm hh Mr+rtti Hfrin arfafwr, 1948 (1948 16) ^ rim 10 w\ HH-ym (2) zm ^ 

TTfemi ^ Wl ^ ^IT ^ 3?T^FT7, -qrofrii ^ 3 WTO H3R1 3T^Ffr ri 

sfrt 'tpnitn rrhi ^ -iiha •. 

m^.TnR. HUT ^ M<*,737l faWH rfWH, [d^yRl, 37TV K7T ^ 3RR R HTTEteTR T^TIT^ fRHH fri^farUTcTH, fHHRRlTl 
3Tl'y TU31 £131 TT^TH *TT TfTt Td frtf+.rrn fefyul ^ RP7HT HI Hit R HH MtfcRl aTfqfHHR, 1948 ( I94XRR 16) Rri TT 

rrm-1 R sFR 3 RsR1 50 ^ XIV 37TRR R^ RTTHTR 2 c!«7T 3 yfdfW R ^3737 HTRTcI fHRfRlf73R yfaf'-idl' RR 33?#^ tT^TT 


“ RYV3WiTi<R3 

(Rft fHHIRT 29-4-2010 ^ 37*7RT 33 r£ 
HTf-TiH 3JHTH Rit R^ t) I 


3 


13,0^1733 c#3Ri.) ^t. wt33R trt3*r 

fRSTRRTST" 


[33. ^fr.-12017/53/2005 -7H3 J 
33Hl?n f 4RRTI, RRT RfRR 


* I- M' 




[^TFTII—3(ij)] 


W 77 7F3PT3 : 337^77 30, 20I0/*=FrRf=F 8, 1932 
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New Delhi, the 24th September, 2010 

S.O. 2661.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section lOofthe Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the DaitaJ Council of India, hereby, makes the following amendments 
in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:— 

2. In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against XIV of Serial No. 50, in respect of C.K.S. Teja Instituteof Dental Sciences, 
and Research Tirupati, Andhra Pradesh, in Part-I ofthe Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to 
recognition of dental degrees awarded by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada, Andhra Pradesh, the 
following entries shall be inserted thereunder:— 


2 

3 

“Periodontics 

(if granted on or after29-04-2010) 

MDS (Perio.), Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences. 
Vijayawada” 


[F. No. V. 12017/5.3/2005-DE] 
ANITA TR1PATHI, Under Socv. 


24 ftTET^T, 2010 

77.337. 2662.—dR/fta fdfTTTfl 7f777 arfqftppT, 1948 ( 1948 77 16) 7ft 7F3T 10 7ft37-7F71 (2) i?TTF 3t7rTyifSRRT 
77 7717 TRft e[t( ^ fk*K, 'MkoI'-I Rr+irWI 3j Ttfqvi 7Tp£, 373 7ft 33*37 33^^ V fftcftefftlil 33R 

733; ft 77 TRffl 7idci:— 

2. Reei) l«t=f, fted) ski 3KT7 7ft Tfl TFt 73 faPucNi fsfijftt 7ft hi-^icii 7i 7T7 ft* I 77 rhi 33fftPl c tH, 1948 (1448 
77 16) 7ft 33g3£7f 73 RPT-I ft* 733 733371 27 ^ 7373% ft)3J7 77d7 2 7*31 3 7ft Tfftfeftf ft' TR7) Ty^ffttTfdfecT Tfa f VRI 7ft 
3Kt(q c e fftiTT ■jUiUh ;— 

"HI. fttTtTTT 33T7T7 37 fafoiWr f^TR 
733*77, 7$ 

37 2?idu fvfcbcftl 

33T*3f3fl3733 7*3T ^dTlftTlTd, wftfftfeTR 
(TfftfTTFF 19-5-2010 7ft33*T7T73Fft 
77713 7ft 7f ft) I 

(Tf^f^TT^ 20-5-2010 77 33*371 TRW 

TTTl^KBTftTft ft) I 

TWtRffftTR TT3 7737 33 f37 
(Tfft fftTRT 20-5-2010 7ft 33*3713333% 

TTTli) 5KT7 7ft dft I) I 


373)333 (3rr*fi.) 


3, Red! 


■qxrsftrm (fttfpft.) 


I, Red") 


tnritliR (713*31.) fTerft fTTTfT^TrK, fftedt” 


[ 77. 7. 7T. -12017/11 9/2005 ] 

337t31 fft7T3t, 3377 Rf77 

New Dellii, the 24th September, 2010 

S.O. 2662.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by sub-sect ion (2) ol Section 10 of the Dentist.- Act, I94X {16 of 
1948), tlieCentral Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following amendments 
in Piirt-I of theSehedule to thesaid Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 27, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Ad. 1948 (16 of 
1948) pertaning to recognition of dental degrees awarded by University of Dellii, Delhi, tin following entries shall be 
inserted thereunder:— 
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2 

3 

“III. MaulanaAzad Institute of Dental 

Sciences, New Delhi 

Master of Dental Surgery 

Orthodontics & Dentofacial Orthopedics 
(If granted on or after 19-05-2010) 
Periodontology 

(If granted on or after 20-05-2010) 
Prosthodontics mid Crown & Bridge 
(If granted on or after 20-05-2010) 

MDS (Ortho.), University of Delhi, Delhi 

MDS (Perio.), University of Delhi, Delhi 

MDS (Prostho.), University of Delhi, Delhi 

[F.No.V. 12017/119/2005-1)11 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Sivy. 


24 2010 

FT.3TT. 2663'FTTTTIf FT fHfFrFI FfTFT #lfwi, 1948 ( 1948 FT 16) FT FTTT !() FT FT-FF (2) W\ FT* 
TlfFTFf FT W1 ^ fir F^ TTTFTT, FTTcffa FT MfTTTT FftFT F WT?T F7F, TFT FfqfFTF Ft FFF F fTRfcrfJFl 

3TtT FITim FT<f[ t FFT:— 

2. Wl^lft FT fafFcTTT fW TTTSTRT F TTFT F' TIFfa FWt TFWT fTTTR fTTFfFUTFR, TIP) FTH FT “'IT rf\ FT RlfF^n 
fefFTT Fl FF7F F FT F I FT MFFTT Ff^fFTF, 1948 ( 1948 FT 16 ) Ft 3T^JFt F FTF-1 F FF WTl J'J F \.\X\ FTm 


FT3£ FTTTF 2 7T4T 3 Ft Fftf^Fl F TFT) FTFTT RmFciToo FfFfeFl Ft 3FTf^ 1 F fFFT FTFFT : - 



"FT W*J RjfajWl 


■limp i d T I RfI I F41 F^PsIWh F.4^1 P,F (F.Ffe ) Wfa FIF1 TFWI fFTR fFRtmTRRI 

14-05-2010 Ft 3TFF1FFF FTTlTl” 

FTF^FFR Ft F^ t) I 

[fi. f. ft. - 12017 >5 2005 -:i;! 

iTFFtFTPF 4F OTA- 


Nov Ddlii. the 24th September 2010 

S.O. 2663.— In exercise ol the powers eon ferret 1 by sub-section <2 ) til 'Section I Do I the Dentists Act. 1 948 i U>, i 
l948),tlioCentr;il Government, alter consultation with the Dental Council ol India, hereby, makes the lollow in<* amendment.' 
in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries ofcoiunm 2 A 3 against XXXV of Serial No. 49. m respect of Knjarnjcswari Dental ( 'ollegean.l 
Hospital. Bangalore, Karnataka, in Part-1 ofthe Schedule to the Dentists Act. 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to rccognnnui 
of dental degrees awarded by Uinversity of Health Sciences, Bangalore, Karnataka, the following entries shall be tteeind 
thereunder: — 


3 


“Master of Dental Surgery 

Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics MDS(Cons. Dent..), Rajiv Gandhi 

(I (granted on or after 14-05-2010) University of Health Sciences (RGl K)l 1S| Bangaloie" 

. .. f|- No. V LW/ «>'3ui»' DI- 

ANITA I KIP A I III. I tulet M. ■ 

fF#, 6 3TFJFT, 2010 

FT.3TT. 2664—FTFTtFFT RlfFcHI fMftF, 1948 ( 1948 FT 16) Ft FTF ( 10) FT THOR! : 3 > rJ'O RTF 5 it'IFF PI 
W FTF FF FTFTTF TFT fRPp^Tl F FTTF7T * arfFfFtF F SRJTfFT FFT I F RhI-iI'-JF F7IRH FF1 / Al-R*: 

2. WF TO FFT«F fFTPT N^fFaTFPT ( sTTT FT \FF FF). wflT FF FTRT FI oF TF FT fafF«*H [~'i T RTl PI F-T-tl P JR 
if FT Mf<FT 'JTfPifFCTil. 1948 ( 1948 FT H>) FT iRJFFt F FTF -1 F FF W7T-49 F FTFF FF-TF ; FFT 3 FT 'll I 0 F-tivs”' 
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New Delhi, the 11th October, 2010 

S.O, 2665.—Whereas in pursuance of the provision of sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 
of 1948), Dr. (Mrs.) K.K. Wadhwani, Professor & Head of the Department, Conservative Dentistry and Endodontics, 
Chhatrapati Sahu Ji Maharaj Medical University, Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh, and Dr. Janak Raj Sabharwal, C-214, Vikaspuri. 
Delhi-110019, were nominated by the Central Government as members of the Dental Council of India w.c.f. 15-02-2010. 

Whereas in pursuance of order dated 21-07-2010 passed by the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala in WP(Civil) No. 
6140 of 2010 titled as Dr. Joseph Issac Vs. Union of India & Others, Dr. (Mrs.) K,K. Wadhwani and Dr. Janak Raj Sabharwal 
have ceased to be Members of Dental Council of India representing the Central Government with effect from 14-08-2010. 

[No. V-12013/2/20119-DE] 
SUBE SINGH Dy. Secy. 

CORRIGENDUM 


New Delhi, the 20th October, 2010 

S.O. 2666.—In this Department’s Notification No. U-12012/56/2<X)4-ME(P. 11) dated 4th June, 2010, the name of 
University “Bharti Vidyapeeth Institute of Medical Sciences, Deemed University, Pune” appeiiring in its contents may be 
read as “Bharati Vidyapeeth Deemed University, Pune”. Other contents of the Notification remain unchanged. 

[F. No. U-12012/56/21M )4-ME( P-11)] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Say. 


20 2010 

2667—wk MTTTTT 1948 ( 1948 16) kt WJ ( 10) (2) m TRrf 

^ •qrmk ^ fafacHi ^ wref k mr i k kHPufed rmrmr t, mmu- 

2. TDfm MW ( 3TR kt ^"gRT feftRT kt Hl-Tcfl 

fafooHt 1948 ( 1948 16) k SFpjyft ^ ^"1 ^ ^ WFt-49 k Tmk 2 <T*n 3 kt krpi 

Tiftferf 3 rnHfdfed yfafctf kt fkm ^mmi 

“XVII ’ ^rT ftrferRT f^TFT, Wrfrl 


Rik 14-5-2010 kt 
kt ^ Ft) 

ktqfeffero ct«n krqfnfe^R 

(kr 14-5-2010 kt TO 

kt "nf k) 


Trq kt Tm ( knrr Mfefnn ^ tfekkMr) 

ok«=t f^TR «t 4 icik I 

TTxr TTT <T*T1 

aMMfe+H) Tf^m km feH fkkmSTTT I " 

Lk. m-1201 7 /52/2(!04-Tl; ■ 




New Delhi, thc2()th October, 2010 

S.O. 2667.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10of the Dentists Act. 1 1 / 4S • fool 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following amendment < in 
Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of columns 2 & 3 against Serial No. 49, in Part-I ofthe Schedule to the Dentist Act. 194' 
(16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of dental degrees awarded by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Science* f RG U H S: 
Bangalore, the following entries shall be inserted thereunder :— 

4 ‘XVII K.L.E,’s Institute of Dental Sciences, 


Bangalore 

—Oral Medicine Sc Radiology 
(if granted on or after 14-5-2010) 

—Orthodontics Sc Dentofacial Orthopaedics 
(if granted on or after 14-5-2010) 


MDS (Oral Medicine & Radiology ), 

Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 

Bangalore 

MDS (Orthodontics Sc Dentofacial Orthopaedics!. 

Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 

Bangalore.” 

[No. V-12017 52201 U -Df 
ANITA TRIPATHI. Under Sax. 
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Navigation Services), Airports Authority of India in Schedule ‘B’ scale of pay of Rs. 75000-3%-100000 with effect Irom 
forenoon of 8th October, 2010 for a period of five years or till the date of his superannuation or until further orders 
whichever is the earliest. 

[No. AV-24011/01/2010-AAI | 
SYED IMRAN AHMED, Under Sew. 

tira ^frr fertui tfdietu 

( 3imlcwi uin'A fifuot) 

(wrnto mim •®frt) 

18 2010 

gjT.3TT, 2670.-‘9RtfR[ FR^ ^ fFW, 1987 ^ f=m 7 ^ TTpPTO ( 1 ) ^ 755 (73) ^ 3T^7tm V "‘tTTrfn niTE 
^qri PTt^gro stfq^Rri ttri % 5fp) 5P^(3?i) p Tmtqrf^qt th f :~- 


1FK 

TPs 1 !] 

7T7TTf*R RTTR(Tn) qft 

TPW. 3R RR 7TTW 

TRsm 3^R fafa 

HTTP-R HP] PR 
37! frf'q 

(1) 

(2) 

CD 

(4) 

1- 

HTfFH i.H23 ; 201HF ! ~fT, TTR rpT Tpr T 

fppj tm tnn ‘H R7 -.-ttt t - fqrten- 
IWi T ' T ( T T?'.f- TTTH-ni ; 

TTTfr^R 2 11- If) 20 IM 

:f'?U 


fst TTTTrR TT Ttr thiRtp Tzpj, RR~K »m, 9, W[%r 7TIP TO-. 7 ipy =c f?7=sfl- I in no; -' i:-T. 

Tf frrot, qricF^FTl. N’-i l <l3 , W; 7pT 7TP3T : WU'Mi. TTTR, W7, 'pTPTflR, Tr^W, T?’fT3i. 7:w . 

TP7R, q-TFPR, -TrnR, TRfl, R7 (T«H fff^FRrnptt R fStsfr tg TTcFN t> I 

[ xpq . Tnrpi'77"T •,: 

TT. TTC. rptlfTT-: ‘Tnp - rrq rjqrq 1 rurw;: ■ 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the l 8th October, 2010 

S.O. 2670.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 oflhe Bureau ot Indian SmudnuN 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Stamfcirds hereby notifies dial the amendment to Indian Standard, particulars of w Imit are 
given tn the Schedule hereto annexed have been establsihcd on the date indicated against each :— 

SCHEDULE 


si. 

No. 

No, and Title of the standitrd(s) 

No. & year of the 
amendment 

Dale from wtiu 1 
the amendment d 
have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4} 

1 . 

IS 9S23 : 2000 Ductile iron fittings for pressure 

Amendment No. 2 

11 Odolici. Ji 


pipes for water, gas ami sewage— 

October, 2'drt 



Specification ffirst revision i 




7. a fa V- 
OlfV< - 
f\mu. * 





[ ”*?FT II—'733S 3(ii)J 
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fcjlfrl*w %r 4JW4 

Tflftcrft, 11 3T37J37:, 2010 

^T.37T. 2671.—ftTffa *37337 3ft 3ft37 f?3 ft 3^ 33137 33- ^ % ftsjra *F3 ft T+T3 ftsY ft ffftTFH TFH? ft 

331, ftfttfftm ftn 35 qft3Fi 35 ftjtfem 3ftftft3ff fofftfts ski ‘ ftt ft( 7+77 37R -37313 13W1 ■qfNi^m’ 

ft 333^333 ftg 1+37 qi$qerr$3 fft^ 33ft ^rf^ ; 

ft-sOd 6R*.R 33 ^33 qi^TTfq fftftft ft 37#5R ft fftl+ ir? 371^ ^cftcT FRTT t % 333 tftft 4", 3fl ?77 
^rfsRJ^ir ft W jRfEjftl 3’ 3fft3 f ftft fft*lft ffttfRi 3jjft 33 U43I3 t, 3#I ft 37fft33T 33 3lftft f3r3T 

3RT: 373, ft#:r3T33T, ftftfc-TRM ftfc 73fft3 91^4^15 -h (s^fft ft 3R J 7TM ft 37f333* 33 3*^3) 3 tMW 7, 1962 ( 1962 
35T 50) ftt (Jm 3 33 33-3KJ ( I) SRT 33*1 TlfftT+ft 33 33(3 33ft |[ 7 T, -333 ^jfr? ft TCRTtn 37 37f333* 33 3T33 333 37 3733 
37T7R7 37T ^T»n 3777ft t; 

ft^ 'ftt Tsqftm, 3ft 733 37g*jftl ft 3f% ft %7T3^ ft, 37? 3lftw ft faRlftl *TR7T ft WI3 ft’ 33T SJ<+>rf>!d f77 
STft-Rjddl 3ft yRiqi 77731731 45T37TT 3ft 3773 ftt 3Hcft ft, ?33ft77 fft3 ft fttcTT 137ft’ 1331'I 37 37f3337 377 37#=f 3773 37 '•jfft 

ft fttft 3J?3rTl?3 fftwft ft ft33 ft *3 WrTR 1%, ($(13131), fft^TTTH ftftfftm 3ilftR?H fdfftft$, ^ ftlfftq fft$ fft735ftt 
137T3 ftWI 3f73T337, 7777 7ft 337 3.-29, ft^-6, 373^-124 507, $ 1 7 31 *11 3ft fftfed 33 ft 33*37 33 77333 I 


37^J3ft 


TTFTTIcT : 

f^TeTT : ^fT^T^K 

TF3 : 3ft3337 


T TT^ 37T 'TIM 

?337?T 

4T^4T 

7|Wfdd 

777^3 

^'HO/f^vetl 


33T 


(i) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

]. T ^ 

102 

143 

2 

(X) 

(X) 

25 




7 

(X) 

02 

79 




8 

(X) 

(X) 

50 



142 

j i/1 

00 

01 

51 




11/2 

(X) 

(X) 

2> 

2 . 3iftr$T 

SS 

185 

1873 

(X) 

(X) 

25 



295 

3 

MO 

02 

53 




7 

(XI 

(X) 

75 

3. ,( P3 

63 

605 

18/1/j 

on 

(X) 

65 




18/1/2 

MM 

(X) 

10 

4. ^TT 

sy 

4 

14 

MM 

ON 

(» 




15 

(X) 

06 

57 




16 

(X) 

10 

11 



5 

20 

(X) 

06 

s7 




21 

(X) 

10 

12 




22 

(X) 

(X' 

S3 



27 

6 

{X) 

(X) 

so 




7 

(XI 

(X) 

N) 



2 <N 

11 

(X) 

(X) 

25 




13 

(X) 

(X) 

50 




!6/j 

(X) 

(X) 

7s 


4049 GI/10—5 


(34.3. 337 - 1 1()| v‘V) '2009- 371337 II j 
V. 3R>331, 573+ 3frrq 
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[Pari II — Si ■ . 'mij 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New DelhU 1th October, 2010 

S.O. 2671. — Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that f or i lie- 
transportation of Petroleum Products from Raman Mandi in the State of Punjab to Bahadurgarh in the State of Haryana toi 
implementation of “GGSR Products Evacuation Project pipeline from Ramaii Mandi to Bahadurgarh’'. should be hud bv the 
Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is iicccn- an 
to acquire the Right of User in the land under which the said pipeline Is proposal to be laid, and which is described \u die 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and MineraK 
Pipelmes (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1%2 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declare' it'' 
intention to acquire the Right of User theirein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the dale on 
which the copies of this notification issual under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Ga/ctie 
of India, are made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of the Right of User therein or laving 
of the pipeline under the land, to Shri Prahlad Singh, Competent Authority (Haryana), Hindustan Petroleum Corpnrinmi 
Limited, Guru Gobind Singh Refinery Product Evacuation Project, SCF No. - 29. Sector - 6 Market, Baliaduigarh - 134 5 { * 
Haryana. 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Fatehabad 


District: 

Fatehabad 


State: Harvai 

la 

Name of Village 

Hadbast 

Mustatil 

Khasra/ 


Area 



No. 

No. 

KillaNo. 

Hectm* 

Arc 

Squi 

a) 

( 2 ) 

CO 

(4) 

(51 

(6) 

(7) 

1. Phool 

102 

14? 

2 

no 

(I) 





7 

no 

(0 

?) 




X 

no 

(I) 

50 



142 

u/i 

no 

01 

51 




11/2 

no 

00 

25 

2. Nadhaun 

88 

185 

18/3 

(10 

no 

2 < 



295 

3 

on 

02 

s % 




7 

no 

00 

74 ; 

3. Bhuna 

67 

605 

18/1/1 

on 

00 

05 




18/1/2 

on 

( 1 ) 

10 

4. Nahla 

59 

4 

14 

on 

OK 

if) 




15 

on 

Of) 

57 




16 

(JO 

10 

11 



5 

20 

no 

Of) 

57 




21 

00 

10 

12 




22 

no 

Of) 

S3 



27 

6 

00 

00 

50 




7 

00 

00 

Si) 



28 

11 

on 

00 

is 




1.7 

it) 

(I) 

50 




16/1 

00 

00 

75 


[ F. No. -31015/3 9/2009-OR-II] 
A. GOSWA VII Undei Say. 



[33tii—* 3^ 3(ii)] 


''7173 33 <i<im : 30,2f)IO'+lM^ 8, 1932 
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3f 4(733, 20 3737J3T, 2010 
® 2672.—44T3 777337 4 44tfcl33 #3 73f4a5 

(^ 4' 3WI 4 <43337 33 2333) 2#jfw7, 
'.762 ( 1962 33 50) (f44 5773' 5774 33=71^333 37M4T3 
•C 3 '**< # i 33 331 3 33 33-*7171 ( 1 ) 4 o744 3H441M 
■ ■ .•>■" 4 444-133 4fc TrfW: 4 t? 331773 4t 

; . r-: -iv.,;~ { ■ ",. .r ' -4 I WiTfTsl 17 20(0, 4f «737 4 

r>i 4 :« j'fr., ;i :.;.-i--| q W*>\Y1\A "r ■ '07 *4l, vT! 

;::>TJj- ( ';i 17 4 ?^ o3JJj4 4 443133: Tffa 3 ; i'3 313! 7H3 

‘4 #4 4**7PR 4 7T3P713 7F3 4 4121 <737 4 ?#r 33 J?ir<f 
37 ‘TfrcTgO 4 %7 44 =TT-^tTST 0i|4rii^ 4731337 4 3T V 33 77 
3173 O^llWT efilWrtvR fcTftts £171 35F 313377153 4*17573 

4 7PTT3R 4 %TT 3W3 4 344*317 33 3743 37 3TF 3717P-1 

47 WCRn 30 4; 

4k R33 71333 3447J3T71 47 3f47T '5TT3I 4t (TTfhf 

03 3R77T, 2010 371 3331®! 377T 4 35 4 ; 

4k 7743 31413714 3, 333 37f4f333 4? 3171 6 4t 
33-3171 (1) 37 313h, 44fa 717337 34 3733t ft4|4 4 4 t; 

4(7 4=43 7773717 3, 3371 444 37 f33R 377=1 4 
3*RT3[, 3^(7 7T3I3R 4t 3fl4 37 f4 333 ^f4 WW 

f45T3 4 Rn3 37443 4, 3773 333kl 4 3Tf33717 33 3743 
3773 33 443733 f43l 4; 

373: 3R, 4=43 777337, 333 344=733 4t 3777 6 4t 
T7-3T7I ( 1) (JTTT 7713 7lf333f 33 3143 3773 tpr, 33 373*31 
3773) t f4 177 3Tf37J3314 7T3F3 33J7j4l 3 fafklfe ^f4 4 
3T533T153 f4j4 4 frf^ 333W 4 37f337R 33 37313 f43T 

'-33T 4; 

4l7 4=43 777337 333 3744333 4t 3171 6 4t 33-3171 
14) ?T77 333 3lf4l3T 33 334 3773 f4, 3? flITT 44 4 f4 
333 ">jf4 4" 33313 33 34437R 577 3t3 1 31 4 337T3R 34 
3T473 33 44t3 777337 4 4433 44 33 3313, 7331 f3rrFT31 
3 ^33, 3173 444133 37T73lt3R f4f42s 4 f4%3 5T3T I 


3?74r( : rUS^Tl f4rH : 37fel 7173 ; 7137*33 


KM 

313 33 313 

R^f RRT 

433i<3 53437 4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

i 

suki 

345 

0.0650 

2 

4fe3344r 

8 

0.0880 


[33.4. 3TTT - 3101 5/7/2008-41.3717.-11] 


3. 473 Rl, 337 77f33 
New Dellii, the 20th October, 2010 
S.O. 2672. —Whereas by a notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas S.O. No. 1441, dated the 17 May, 2010, issued 
under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 


Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinatfer referred in as the said 
Act) published in the Gazette of India dated the 5th June, 
2010, the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land, specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying a 
pipeline for transportation of petroleum products through 
Bina-Kota Pipeline Project from Hina terminal in the Stale 
of Madhya Pradesh lo Kota in the State of Rajasthan by 
Bln .nit Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

Am! whereas the eopu> of the said Gazette 
notification were mndi .ulahm to the public on the 3rd 
August, 2010; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under 
.sub-section (I) of Section 6 of the said Act submitted 
report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government, after 
considering the said report and on being satisfied that the 
said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to 
acquire the right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferral 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares thai the right of user in the 
said land, specified in the Schedule, appended to this 
notification, is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said 
land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting it) the 
Central Government, vest on t he date of the public at ion of 
this declaration, in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, 
free from ail encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil; Ladpura Distnet: Kota 

State: Rajasthan 

S. Name of Survey No. 

Area in Hectare 

No. Village 


I 2 7 

4 

1 Dehra 346 

0.07)50 

2 Godalayulietli 8 

0.08X0 


[F. No. R-3101 >/7 2(K>N-OR-II] 
A. GOSW A Ml. Under Secy. 


20 2010 

^T.3TT, 2673 .—1 3#fc 

R 3W7 qFT 3?f^FR 3T1TR) 

1962 ( 1962 ^FT 50) (fm ^ WFm. ^ 

RRT t) ^FT qRT 3 W-TRT ( I ) "^Tm ^ft Pf 

( RRcT TeifrW RTfTfcT^ Tpq xf^TTcT^T RR 

WTT 1331 RTTR3 19 ^TFF, 20 lft, RTF RRR 

^ TF3m cTlfte 1 R5, 2010 R W-TftK RR R2 ^T, ^R7 RR 
^ RTcRR R r ijfR R RTRf 7RR 

RTWF41 i\ '{I'JlW TRR R RRRT rRh T -T2T%RR TRKI 
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^ hR<CFi ^ 4fWM4) ^ Tt 

N t k<T MejfrNH kH itVM fdfHds £KT f^R 

y^v^Ti Irt a t v4io ^ ^tfrrerrc ^rt 3T3fa ^ 3 Tttr 

n1m u ii gn Mt: 

‘^tT 3^! TRfR yffiMl ^icil ^T dl(R°l 

16 T 5fRT$ > 2010 ^1 TTcT^I TT ^ m: 

sffr pot yrftmft R, -^r afaRpro 
ot ^ttt (i) ^ 

'J[7 ^7Tn hT*H A "S^cf RhH "P RmU ^vT3 ^ 
h yI^ f 3^R ^JF hhPJR FT vjiH TT f?F ?<hl Hf H Ml5Hrlls*l 
Rj*SH fcTT OTfOT ^ <7dM TTq'hi TT 3TR.TFK T7 3pjfa 

^rn ^t ryfHv^? Rm t; 

'OT; Pp TR^TC, 33?I 3Tr^WT ^ NRT 6 

OT- **R1 ( O ?m TT^rT Vlfifffqi MP1 ftj, PF W1 
T7TTT t fe TP 4tRPJP^ P PcP^t 3PpjPr xf *jfa xf 

Ip^h p fpnr tt^ 7| ^ arfro pti ar^r f^7i 

PTTT 

afrr <+> -sTi^ T^rf aTfef^TR pt *ito 6 Pt ot- mn 

■ 4 ) ¥^T yrfepTf P7 W1 PTF ^, TF 1PT7T F<ft t fc 

7P=f vjftT xf T^TRT PT irfM T*t PTW P VI + IVIH PT 
ihPsi "571 ^v7TF3 *•{<<*, k tj l-jRri FTT PT ^iQ,, Pqt fqcriMHl 
P xr^, -or^ M^'lfcHNH T1TTO fdfp^ P R#d FTPT 1 


■ir.Hln : TPTT^Tn fPHT : P7TT3PPT[ tr^T : P*P JJFTI 



thp 

xp? 

^d ! Fd M 

1 


3 

4 

' 

T ?77?T 

172-5 

0.3120 


[ PH. P. PR 31015 5/2( it is - PT. PR - H ] 


v, ripppru mi vfwi 

New Delhi, the 20th October, 2010 

S.O. 2673.— Whereas by a notification of the 
Government of India m the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas S O. No. 1)31, dated the 19 April, 2910, issued 
under sub-section {1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act 1%2 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Aett published in the Ga/.ette oflndr dated the 1st May, 
2010 , the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land, specified in die Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying a 
pipeline for transportation of petroleum products through 
Bina*Kota Pipeline Project from Bma terminal in the State 
of Madhya Pradesh to Kota in the State of Rajasthan by 
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited; 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette 
notification were made available to the public on the 16th 
July, 2010 

And whereas the competent authority has, under 
suh-seelion (1) of Section 6 of the said Act. submitted 
report lo the Central Government; 


[Part If -Sir Tmj 


And whereas the Central Government, after 
considering the said report and on being satisfied that the 
said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to 
acquire the right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferral 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act. the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the 
said land, specified in the Schedule, appended to dm 
notification, is hereby acquired lor laying the pipeline : 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred L ; 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the nglu of user m iLl said 
kind for laving the pipeline shall, instead of vesting m f he* 
CaHral Government, vest on the dat e of the public at; os i M 
this dcchtration, in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Lnnitai, 
free from all encumbrances. 

SCHUKLE 


Tdisil: Munga- District : Asliok Slate ; Madhya 
wali Nagar Pradesh 


S. Name of 
No. ViUage 

Survey No. 

Area In Hectare 

1 2 

3 

4 

1 Phulali 

172/5 

0.3170 


[F.N.R-.Mtll^ .v2tM)K-OR \\] 
A. GOSWAMI. Under Su v 


^fTcrff, 20 2010 

^T 3TT. 2674.—RRRR H HdlRjdH J iR 
MUMdUi (HfrO 3WT ^T :^DR) ctffaRm. 

1962 ( 1962 TTf 50) (JRpq FTR' 

trti %) 3 tori ( 1 ) t, >t^fn ~m nj? 

xp^R ^ MdlfHdM Jp yif fd+ Rxq n 

xp^TT T7.sn. 1 132 FFP3 19 :*%T 2010. ^ HWd 
^ MP FTTR3 1 P2 2010 P TPTTf^TF T7T vj\ ^ :j] 
ijfv^pn P 3Rpp=fr fr r qfrr xf PVJU^VI JT~h 

X( «tlTi xpngiHi P TTFx^tH TT^7 P ^Idl dT Pni-Tl 

t: qR'^FH Rw Tfnt-^rpn 'tR'Pjhi ^ p v; "'- j • 

XTRF t^rfVppr WCTPTR frtfetF tt^ T TT7 r THr;'- 

^*W3R ^ frpT 3WI ^ itfwx V F ■ -^•7 

'47t M l TO 11 ^ 4t; 

iftr i\ “ftt tti ftom 

17 ^eTTf, 2010 ^ Mf ; 

"itfr TnfrPFFt "TT NTO o TT 

TJtr-VTX[ ( 1) ^ PT^-TP ^ W RpTZ F fr F; 

ifrx \jjjjz rp r 

qvdlrl, ifp 7TF PPiv^pf ?7t pr f^p; ppf ‘*jfa 
f?FH ^ feP7 R, TPR* 7W1 ^ T7 iHR 

fcrfHiMq tor 

^RT: 3R, px^T7 r TRT TH >m ( x ^ 

31- qRT ( I ) TTv^f 7]f Prn' TH TPTT 7 ! FTT t 7J7 PlRTryt 
^x?fr $ Pv, FP irf?PfPTT P ri T 4 



i ‘TT 1 ! ll-Wr* "MM) \ 

fr??5R ^ t-m ^rr frpn 

"JII^TT ?T; 

3?R RTRfFT *FTT' ^ TT V TRT (> R7T T^TR! 

; 4 i ^R1 " f JT' : i Tlfrmi IH Ml FI 1R1 RTT. IfT flf?l £ fa 
^ "111' v- -.-.fv^a -"q Tfr n>T?n 171 

'^1 : K7 Tr<TT : i '77/7 if PF-Tl vrl IT 13TTTT, WW flrr/FTFl* 
- ” r : Tt:.t ’ :r '•"’-a i-ii” -q' fltlRT ?TFn t 

••'^T :; : : ••; " T v : --;r ; nqi R7R : *P3T TPT4T 


v- nr-7 T : 3:77 - 

; 7 - 0 


! -;irl RRRRT -q 

! 2 

; 

4 

i vpP'Tft 


0.4950 

2 RRR1 

7 

0.15(H) 

3 feWRI 

UN 

(1.1 SOO 

4 

00 

0.5055 


[m IT. m-3 101 5/1 l//2(l{)8-3TT.3TR.-[n 


77. RTWFft, 3717 77f%n 
New Delhi, thc20th October. 2010 
S.O. 2674. —Whereas by a noli Heat ion of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum ;uul 
Natural Gas S.O. No. 1132, dated the 19th April, 2010, issued 
under sub-section (I; of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinalter referred to a s the said 
Act) published in the Gazette oflndia dated the 1st May, 
2010, Lie Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire Uie right of user in the land, specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying a 
pipeline for transportation of petroleum products through 
Bma-Kota Pipeline Project from Bina terminal in the State 
of Madhya Pradesh to Kota in the Slate of Rajasthan by 
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited; 
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And whereas the copies ui ihc >aid Ga/etle 
notification were made available to ihc public on the 
I7lhJuly. 20|(): 

And whereas the competent authority lias, umlei 
sub-scilruii it) ot' Si chon 6 of the said Ac!, suhniilled 
repon to the C'enli al Go\ einnicnt: 

•\ii.l whereas >hc ihuli.d G-.e; nmen! M'Ut 
con'•id-.. mg the said \\ pm ; an-. I i\m- Mud that the 
said iano i> required o-r?a\;ii:. du pipGinc. n.j- da'idcd v- 
acquire die right ol imc* dhiviii: 

\nw, th ere lore, in c.v.-rchc ■ >f the powers eon ferial 
by sub->cciioii i I m i Scclnm (■ -d (hoaid Au. (he Central 
Ciovenimenl hereby dev la rv.i (Co> die nghl of u>er m the 
said land. specified in the Schedule, appended to this 
notification. is hereby acquired for lay mg the pipeline : 

And I ini her. in exercise ot die powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Seciion 6 of the said Act. die Central 
Government hereby directs that die right of user in the .sard 
land lor laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the 
Central Government, vest on ihedaleofthe publication of 
this deelaralion. in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, 
free from all encumbrances. 


SC HKD ILL 


Telisil 

: Guna 

District: 

Guna Slate : Madhya 
Pradesh 

s. 

Name of 

Sur\ ey 

Area In Ha t are 

No. 

Village 

No. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

Bhoorakhedi 

l 25 

0.4930 

2 

Churela 

7N 

0.1300 

3 

Kishanpura 

I7X 

0.1X00 

4 

Kis hang aril 

9) 

0.3033 



[ F. N 

R-5M15 II 200X-OR-N] 


A. G O S \\ A ML l n d er Say. 


'MKd Rd WRT : 37dRpR 30. 2• G U -To 1-1 d. ,s , 


R^fRc#, 20 RR^RT, 2010 

RR.3R. 2675.—R7?flR RRFR i RJlfRRR ^Srf^TST (Rfa) Si 3W1 T RfRRRT RR > vf-r-R-. 

1962 0962 RR 50) RTf RRT 6 RR 3RRRJ ( 1 ) ^ 3TRfa Rfltt Rft R^ RT7T RTRR7 W! RHlfaRR 3)7 RTRRRR: RR RRRR RR RR 
Rt R^ d RRT sfrdfelcf RRfaff R?t RRsRI RR.3R. SRI aif^RJRRlsn' R RRTR 3RJ?JRT R Rtq TJ- 3WI r: 

RlffejRRT 3?#T t^RT RI I 


3^ RT5RR R, '3RR 3lf¥WT RTl RR1 6 Rft 3RRRI (4) IR1 RTR VlHw^T RH #1 RRR 3RR fll R, RRl 
fRwRTRf ^ wiW RfRRR RRR ^tfcTRR RrfRTtt7B R ftfel f^RT RT I 


3ik RIRfa R?-JR RrfRRrR) % ^ROR RRFR R5) fTRT^ ^ t fa R^ fRR, RR fw) RR RcT 3lR RR W. 

VtTRFR ^ RRR RRTfcRIR cbKMUTR ^ RSRR^TT R?R fRW RM tcR I RRRIRR R tRcvft TRR fRRR fRRTRI RR RR4TRR RR? 

RR^RR *jfRRf R' RR ^R>t ^ I RERR^TT TRR ^ fRRR R RT^RHl^R fRsJlf RR 'jCl 3TR: RRT ,) )fR 

R: RTt # ftlRRR fRRRR W 3 #1 ^ t, RRMR RRFR fRviR RHR-, 




7 .US 


GA/KTTI- Oh INDIA :O(T 0 BhR 50 , 2010 /KARTIKA s. \ l )U 
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New Delhi, the20th October, 2010 

S.O. 2675.—Whereas by a notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Cias 
S.O. Nos. and dates nienl toned ill the Schedule below issued under sub-sect ion (i) of Section (0), Petroleum and Mineral 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right ofUser in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of' 1962) the Central Government acquire the Right of'User 
in the land, sped lied in the Schedule appended to that notification. 

And Whereas, in exercise of’the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government vested the right of user in the said lands, free from all encumbrances in the Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Limited: 

And Whereas, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline for the 
purpose of transportation of Motor Sprit, Superior Kerosene Oil and High Speed Diesel from Manglva in the Stale of 
Madhya Pradesh to Bijwjsan in the State of Delhi has been laid in the said lands and hence the operation may be terminated 
in District Ujjain in the stale of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief are specified m die sduxluie 
annexed to ihis notification; 

Now, therefore, as required under explanation 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Mineral Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land; Rules 1963, the Central Government hereby declare the dates mentioned in column 7 of the said 
Schedule as the dates of termination in District Ujjain the state of Madhya Pradesh. 


SCHEDULE 


Sr. 

No. 

S. No. ami 

Dale 

Name of Village 

Tchsil 

District 

State 

Dale of 

Termination 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1 

1598 dalcxi 

Palkhanda 

Ujjain 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


25-04-2005 

Piploda Dwarkadhish 

Ujjain 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-0K-2(X)7 



Gavadi 

Ujjain 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Madhopur 

Ujjain 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 

2 

958, dated 

Gavadi 

Uijain 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


02 ■04-2007 

Madhopur 

Ujjain 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 

3 

199.3 dated 

Bherupura 

Tarana 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


30-05-2005 

Shivpura 

Tar an a 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Binjal 

Tarana 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bhukhi Itwarpur 

Tarana 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Kawalikhera 

Tarana 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bhadsimba 

Tarana 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Gavadi 

Tarana 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Naugava 

Tarana 

Ujjain 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bisankheri 

Tarana 

Ujjain 

MT. 

31-08-2007 
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loll 

•Pm- 11 

1 

4 

N 

0 


Bisankhcra 

Tarana 

U]j;«n 

\U\ 

M-i )n-2‘ $ i ■ 

hawa 

T arm ia 

Liiiiin 

M.P. 

M-u:v2 ( m,’ 

KJiakari Sultan 

Tarana 

Liiiiin 

M.P. 

11-OS 2<M' T 

Lmili 

Tarana 

Ujjain 

\\V. 

s | -1 K-2.1 n 1 ’ 

Naiulcil 

Tarana 

Ujjiiin 

M.P. 

1 1 -US 1007 

Khcra Paclioia 

Tarana 

tjjnin 

\u\ 

1 l-i)S-20 ( T' 

Kadhai 

Tarana 

Uliitin 

M.P. 

• 1 -< IS -2.1 H) • 

Chikali 

Tarana 

Uliain 

M.P. 

\\ US- .7 ) ’ 

Khula Ciiilawaliya 

Tarana 

Ujiaiii 

M.P. 

*, \ - OS.2< K! ’ 

Rawankhtfi 

Tarana 

Ojjitiii 

M.P 

11 -os. 200 '; 

khokanva 

Tarana 

Uti;un 

M.P. 

4 1 -os-2001 

Binjai 

Tarana 

liiiiin 

M P. 

11 -os-loo' 

Bhad<un!u 

Tarana 

O.llitin 

M P. 

; 1 -os-2 1 '* 1 ’ 

Nam’.awa 

Tarana 

Liiiiin 

M.P. 

M-ns-2 no¬ 

tfislunkhula 

Tarana 

Lliain 

M.P. 

il ns :.'*f 

Naiuk’d 

Tarana 

l iiiim 

M.P. 

1 l MX-1 1 f) ; 

Kaulhui 

Tarana 

Liiiiin 

M P. 

4 l-ilX-7 C 

C’hiklt 

Tarana 

I'iiaui 

M.P. 

41 os T* i~ 

khokniiya 

Tarana 

liiiiin 

M.P. 

41 os iin ‘ 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 


TJPT51 ^gjif 

3TFTC 

viranp. 


31-08-2007 


’1FT4I 

3TFR 

TTRTT^ 


31-08-2007 


WI 

^TFR 



31-08-2007 


«TF1 

30o< 

7TT5TT3T 

wih^i 

31-08-2007 


5nypFn 



WTK?T 

31-08-2007 



3TFK 


ijw?y<vi 

31-08-2007 



^TRR 

?TRT^ 

WTK7T 

31-08-2007 



3T m 

^TRTJT 

WW^I 

31-08-2007 


frrrf^n 

3TFTC 

TTRTJC 

tTW^^T 

31-08-2007 


^T?ft srf^TT 

3TFR 

¥IM[y< 

■Rwry<vi 

31-08-2007 



^ 9 K 

TTv^rgr 


31-08-2007 


ofPTWII 

3TFTC 

^TRrry 

xftzjy^vi 

31-08-2007 


<*rtlf3*ll 

3T m 

^TTRry 


31-08-2007 

961-04/04/2007 

qfayr 

^IM< 


RWT3K7T 

31-08-2007 


RW'K'ilS'l 

zmi 

7TRTJT 

RS^TKTT 

31-08-2007 


^cTJO 

'Mi ! l{ 

71 M 137 

■qf^TTT 

31 -08-2W7 


<G TRJ 

3TTO 

?TRTJT 


31-08-2007 


^^TFjf^RTT 

f 1 K 

W5TTJ7 


31-08-2007 


4<gHsl 

OTTR 

*TT*U<£ 

i 

31-08-2007 


^hw 

3TFTT 

ttrtct 


31-08-2007 



3TFR 

TIN157 


31-08-2007 


'‘Tfaelk 

^TFR 



31-08-2007 


^FT^TT 

3TP77 

?TF5TFJ7 

'Q'&WKTl 

31-08-2007 


^Tffe^T 

3F7T7 

^TRTy 


31-08-2007 

2417 ”04/07/2005 





31-08-2007 


fa#mr wr 


^TTWJT 


31 -08-2007 


^i< 4] 




3l-08-2(X)7 




wry 


3i-08-2007 


Tnfnr^T 


?TMI^ 


31-08-2007 


¥<41 W\<i 


W5TTTT 


31-08-2007 

957-02/04/2007 



7TRTJ7 


31-08-2007 


wtpM 


timi'P 

wnKn 

31-OX-2007 

27(>5-05/0N 2005 

if^-C^Tol 


?Wp: 

^i!^[ 

31-08-2007 


TtrfRTT 

^RT 

TTRrr 7 

TTSTOWT 

31 08-21X17 


foofc-Ofl -W-« 

?FT% 

TTRFTT 

TT^TT^ryT 

31-08-2007 
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12 3 4 5 6 7 



— A 



31-08-2007 



?TRiy 


31-08-2007 



TfRTJT 

RVIU^S/I 

31-08-2007 



TFRT37 


31-08-2007 





31-08-2007 

Mld-WRI 



'WZW&l 

31-08-2007 

frrfrr 

17^3 

?TF31l^7 


31-08-2007 


17^3 



31-08-2007 




WT^TT 

31-08-2007 

frrafcFinM 

173% 

TfRFf* 

wjy<vi 

31-08-2007 

624-27/02/2007 

173% 

YIRpp 


31-08-2007 

^TT 

1*% 

TlWy 


31-08-2007 


133 % 

Tfrstry 


31-08-21X17 


1*3% 

yrmyi 


31-08 2(XI7 


[m U m- 31015 '7 Tn 10-3TT 3JF-II ] 

xj. iiimim'i . ijw 


New Delhi, the 20th October, 2010 

S.O. 2676. —Whereas by a notification of the Government of India in the Munstry of Petroleum & Natural Gas 
S.O. Nos. and dates mentioned in the Schedule below issued tmder sub-section (i) of Section (6), Petroleum and Mineral 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right ofUser in Land) Act, 1962 (50ofl962) the Central Government acquire the Right oil set 
in the said land, specified in the Schedule appended to those notification. 

And Whereas, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act. the Central 
Government vested the right of user in the said lands, free from all encumbrances in the Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Limited: 

And Whereas, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline Ibv the 
purpose of transportation of Motor Sprit, Superior Kerosene Oil and High Speeu Diesel from Manglva in the State of 
Madhya Pradesh to Bijwasan in the State of Delhi has been laid in the said lands and hence the opeiadon ma\ he 
terminated in District Shajapur in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands \v hich m brief are >]>eeit ■.! m 
the schedule annexed to this notification. 

Now, therefore, as required under explanation I of rule 4 ol the Petroleum and Mineral Pipelines (AcqiiMimn 
Right ofUser in Land) Rules 1963 the Central Government hereby declare the dates mentioned in column 7 of the -aid 
Schedule as the dates of termination in District Shajapur the state ol Madhya Pradesh 

SCHEDULE 


Sr. S. No. ami 

No. Dale 

Naincoi’Yiilam 

Ti:hsiS 

1 i 

SI ;•! t* 

Dak- of 
TinnmaUoi 

1 2 

s 

4 

s 

6 


1 17% dated 

Ranaira Rallmr 

Agar 

Shajapur 

MP. 

^ J-r iS-J( Wl / 

11-05-21X15 

Bhimpura 

Agar 

ShapijHir 

M.P. 

.< S - us. s -, 


Laxmankhcri 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

i ■ ‘ ’ 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1 . 

1796 dated 

Jaitpura 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


11-05-2005 

Gangada Bujurg 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Gangada Hadda 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bhadwa 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bhyana 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Jamuniya 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Semali 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Parsukheri 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Banskheri 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Nipaniya Baijnath 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Kashi Bardiya 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bhimlod 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bapachya 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Karadiya 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

314)8-2007 

2. 

961, dated 

Bhimpura 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


(*M>4-2<X)7 

Laxmankheri 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P, 

31-08-2007 



Jaitpura 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bhyana 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Jamumya 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Parsukhen 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Nipann ; ^ iinath 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Kashi Bart!* L i 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bhimlod 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Bapachya 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Karadiya 

Agar 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

3l-08-2(X)7 

3. 

2417, dated 

Mangawaliya 

Bared 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2(X)7 


04-07-2005 

Pipliya Ghata 

Barod 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Barda Barkhera 

Barod 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Maliunindi 

Barod 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Sarangakheri 

Barod 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Shyamgarh 

Barod 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 

4. 

957, dated 

Mangwaliya 

Barod 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 


02-04-2(X)7 

Sarangakheri 

Barod 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 

\ 

2765, dated 

Naharkhera 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-1)8-21 X17 


05-08-2005 

Umariya 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Pipliyanankar 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Bamniyakhedi 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Maina 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Borkhodi 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Guradi 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P, 

3!-08-21X17 



Shatrukhedi 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Malanwasa 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Nanora 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 



Kadna 

Susner 

Shajapur 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
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Mehatpur 

Susner 

Shajapur 

MP. 

31-08-2007 




Pipliya KJitxli 

Susner 

Shajapur 

MP. 

31-08-2007 


6 

624, dated 

Banmiya Khedi 

Susner 

Shajapur 

MP. 

31-08-2007 



27-02-2007 

Maina 

Susner 

Shajapur 

MP. 

31-08-2007 




Borkhedi 

Susner 

Shajapur 

MP. 

31-08-2007 




Kadmi 

Susner 

Shajapur 

MP. 

31-08-2007 



[F. No. R-31015/7/2010- O R-111 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


TOf 20 TOTO£TO, 2010 

TOT.3TO. 2677.—TO^TO TO7TOTT TO V^ifdTOTO 3ffc 3#TTO WTTOTTfTO (^T TO TOW TO 3tfW TOT TOTOTO) -flf#TTOTO, 1962 
( 1962 TOT 50) TOt TORT 6 TOt TOTOTORT (1 ) TOT StTOfa TORT TOft TO^ TORTO TO3TOR TO 9 d P-1 TOO 3^R TOTOflRF ^RT TRtTOTO TOO TOR TO TO 
STfRJTOt TOTOT 3PcvlfisRl TORftaT' TO7[ WTT TOR3TT. £RT TOT 3Jp*R{TOTT3Tt' 3 TTeRTO TOJ^TOT R fTOfTOPS'TO Rfa 3 TORF1TOT 'irfRTOR TO 

3i4i Itoto to i 

3?ft TOT^tR R7TOR i, TORT 3TfafroTOR TOf TOTT 6 TOTt TORRT (4) £RT RTO?T TOfTOTTO TO TOTTO TORT ftr, TORT ^fTOTl' R, TO'*ff 

PWomT 3 gro torTO to 3#torr tort ^rfrow toitoi^h Mrors TO" TOP?ro Iron to i 

3lk TORfc TOtfR 3nf*lTOfr ^ toTrTO 7RTO7R TOTt lTOTl€ TOt f fTO TOST feFJ, TOR-TOTTfe TO TO TOT 3?R TOT TOTTOTO TO 

MpTOffTO toT %TT TORT ^ fd TO T TOKTltvr-T RtPh tg TO TOTOT^TT TFTO fTOTcT MM l <TO I TORTOTOT TO fTOrft TOR foTO TOtotorR TOTOtoR TOTO 
TOT^TO ^Th'hI 3 HI5HCH5-1 fTOTTOf TO RsTl 1? I yjfTO TORyTTO TITO TO fTOTT <qm TO TOfTOTT^T fTOTOf TO TOTH TO, 3TOT: TOTOT TOTO TO 

tor frorroi froroTOT ?ro 3 tP*rjtoto to tototo sfjt^toT to froftf^ t, utotoh totottot troro tor;; 

3R: 3TTO TOTOfa TO7TOTO, TOjtfRTOR WTOTTR ( ^TO 3 TORTTO TO SlfTOTOT TOT 3TTOT) srfTOfTOTTO, 1963 TO fWT 4 TOTOTOTO7TO 1 
TO STOTT sTOsTTJTOR TOTOT 3tgTJTOt TO TOTTO 7 TO' TO1M3TOT cTOM TOO fTOcTT TOTOTO. TOTOTTOTO TOR TO TOTRR TOT TOTOfRT TOT TTTTOTOJ TO 
TOTO TO TOtfTOtT TOTOft t I 




TO. TO. TO.TO.TO. TO TOTRTta 

TOTTO TOT TOTTO 

TO.TOtro 

f^n 

Tj^q 

TTTOMH TOOlf'TO +.1 

mm 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1. 1529-21/04/2005 

Flf^PTR 

TTOTTO 


TORTTTO 

31TO)X-2(X)7 


fTOTOTO 

TOtotto 



31 -OX-2(X)7 


3tfe 

TOnro 

^TOTTO 

TORTOTO7 

31-08-2007 


■^TOTOTO 

■^TOTTO 


TT^p^T 

31-08-2007 


TOTOSt 



TORTOTTO 

31-08-200 7 


TOt^'siSl 

TTO1TO 

tTIPf 

TORTO^T 

31-08-2(8)7 


totoM 

^TOITO 


tortotto 

31-08-2007 


■p^veT^ 

^TOTTO 


TOKTOT^T 

31 08-2007 


^TPTtcTt 

troro 


TORTOTTO 

31-08-2007 



TOtotto 


TORtRTO 

31-08-2007 



TTOITO 


tobtotototo 

31-08-2007 


TOTO35I TOTTOTO 

TOTOTTO 


TORTO^TO 

31-08-2007 



^TOTTO 



31-08-21X17 


I H »># 
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] 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 7 




3 

RS7K71 31 -08-2007 



^3R7 

^Rt 

31-08-2007 



i&RT 


31-08-2007 





31 -08-200 7 

Z 959-02/04/2007 


^TR? 


31-08-2007 



■^ra 


RKfiKTl 3l-08-2(K)7 



^Rt 


31-08-2007 


wfgen 



31-08-2007 


7 TTRTq ; T 

^RT 


31-08-2007 





(RH. 77. 37R-3 1015/7/2010-3TT 3TR-II] 





13 ;. riRJTRTt, 3RR 


New Delhi, the 20th October, 2010 


S.O. 2677. —Whereas by a notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas 
S.O. No. and dates mentioned in the Schedule below issued under sub-section ( 1 ) of section (6), Petroleum and Mineral 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) theCentral Government acquired the right of user 
in the lands, specified in the Schedule appended to those notification; 

And whereas, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government vested the right of user in the said lands, free from all encumbrances in the Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Limited; 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline for the purpose 
of transportation of Motor Sprit, Superior Kerosene Oil and High Speed Diesel from Manglya in the State of Madhya 
Pradesh to Bijwasan in the State of Delhi has been laid in die said lands and hence the operation may be terminated in 
District Dewas in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief are specified m the schedule 
annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, as required under explanation 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Mineral Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Rules 1963 the Central Government hereby declare the dates mentioned in column 7 of the said 
Schedule as the dates of termination in District Dewas the state of Madhya Pradesh. 



SCHEDULE 


Sr. S. No. and 

No. Date 

Name of Village 

Tehsil 

District 

State Date of 

Termination 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 7 

1. 1529 dated 

Hoshiyarakhecli 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 31-08-2007 

21-04-2005 

Sironj 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 31-08-2007 


Ant 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 31-08-2007 


Bairagarh 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. ? 1-08-2007 


Kavadi 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 31-08-2007 


Kolukhedi 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 31-08-2007 


Narkhedi 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 31-08-2007 


Niklank 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 31-08-2007 



7256 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 30,2010/KARTIKA 8, 1932 [Part 11—Si c. 3(ii)] 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 


Bhanoli 

Dew as 

Dewas 

MP. 

31-08-2007 


Jiwajipura 

Dew as 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


Salanikhedi 

Dew as 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


Barkhedi Kay am 

Dew as 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


Bhainsiini 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-2(K)7 


Sumarakheda 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


Panthmundala 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


Sunwani Gopal 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 


Jawasiya 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 

2 959, dated 

Kolukhedi 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 

02-04-2007 

Narkhali 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 


Niklank 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-D8-21X17 


Panilmiundala 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 


Sunwimi Gopal 

Dewas 

Dewas 

M.P. 

31-08-21X17 


[ F. No. R-'MOl5/7/2010-OR-1I] 
A. GOSWAMI. Under Secy. 


Ts fwf, 20 2010 

tit. an. 2678 .—T-rid t afR yT-M R tttr t stfli+.u tt ^4-0 srfofT-t 1 !, i%2 

( 1962 TT 50) Tit RRT 6 TflTR^Rl ( I ) T 33*4FT TR) Tt Rf RK<T 7RTR T R2TfRTCR 3f(T yi^fei^- RTR1R TO RTT Tt R? 
R' ^qstn dfcrfe cl REkT Tt TEST TT.3T1. ^TO TR 3TftRpR3Tf R REFT 3^^ E fakfe ^ R 3WT T RfRTR m 
[4>4I RT t 

afpr e< 4TR R, RTH arfyfwt T7t RRT 6 Ri) RRRR1 ( 4 ) 5R1 RTR Vlf'<w4f TTI ERIE ERE TE. TRT RfRET R, TOT 

fOeTPTOT R "5^ '^WR EE 3lfEETR ERE M^'lfdEE ^unH^l-i ferfoTS R klfFE fERTT ET I 

ift7 ERtf% RSiJR TnfEEETt R ERfa RRFR Ei) frft^ Tt t WT fW3, RER-EEfe EE fREE) EE ERl all* ER TRR 1 El 
•qftqfR ^ fair W 'T ^l fTTIO TKOU^ T H M rTS ET tREE^jT 7 RR Tssffi ORIrOl RRERR R fEcrft TFE fREE fETETRE RRERR EET 
jT R ft E Tjftrqf 14 ' yn['R3!|E fEtSlf EfT ^fl t I ^ET R*ET<Y1 3 FE T fTFTI R ET^ETTlfE ^ "^71 i, EE: ERT ‘‘"[fR ET 

er r Teree frm to RftRjERT r reft RETFft ^ t, erteh rrfe fERn wt; 

3 RT ; 3 rg 4 -T T P7 RTETR, E E T fEl E O M I ^Me T lj O ( ^ R R¥I ET STREET EE Tff^T) rMeRR, 1963 ET IEEE 4 t-WTETF ! 
T 3R-ftE ■EFt’flPJRR FEE SRFJEt =F EER 7 R ifc-vlfeiE mdWl ETt fTeF T^k, RTEJEET ERE 0 POleH Tf TFlfPT TT TTTP3 T 
^OT Tt TtfOcT TRTt t I 

3 # 


9P. 71 

;. Tp.3 



f^n 

TT^T 

'J-ileTH RHTtRT TT 
rTTfFa 

1 

2 

3 

4 


6 

7 

1 

1599-26/04/2005 


77f% 

T^R 


31-OX-20u7 



RTfl fTOT 



t 

31-0S-2007 



TFTl fTRTT 

vm 



31-08 -2007 



mziK 

7#7 


Rwty^vi 

31-08-2007 



emt 



RtryTTi 

31-08-2007 



[mil—3(ii)] 


W W»! TT5PT? : 30, 2010/4>lf<fa 8, 1932 
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I 2 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 


3 % 

T^3 


31-08-2007 

ytKsI 

3% 



31-08-2007 


3 % 



31-08-2007 


T&l 

%I3 


31-08-2007 

qi-bilsL-ii 

3% 

%I3 

WTOTTI 

31-08-2007 

2 769-14/3/2007 

3 % 



3', -08-2007 


3 % 

5% 


31-08-2007 


31% 


qv-W'fvi 

31-08-2007 

7PR51 triRI 

3 % 


Wl(l( 

31-08-2007 

0 

3 % 

3% 


31-08-2007 


[9TT. 3T. -33R-31015/7/2010-3T1 3TK-I1] 


tt. 3 ^ 7 #^ 


New Delhi, the 20th October, 2010 

S.O. 2678.—Whereas by a notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas 
S.O. No and dates mentioned in the Schedule below issued under sub-section ( 1 ) of section ((>), Petroleum and Mineral 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Rightof User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) Central Government acquire the right of user in 
the land, specified in the Schedule appended to those notification. 

And Whereas, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 o( the said Act, the Central 
Government vested the right of user in the said lands, free from ail encumbrances in the Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Limited; 

And Whereas, the Competent Authority has made a report to (lie Central Government that the pipeline lor the 
purpose of transportation of Motor Sprit, Superior Kerosene Oil and High Speed Diesel from Manglyu in the State ol 
Madhya Pradesh to Bijwasan in the State of Delhi has been laid in the said lands and hence the operation may he 
terminated in District Indore in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief are specified in the 
schedule annexed to this notification. 

Now. therefore, as required under explanation I of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Mineral Pipelines (Acquisition ol 
Right of User in Land) Rules, 1963 the Central Government hereby declare the dates mentioned in column 7 ol the said 
Schedule as the dates of termination in District Indore the state ol Madhya Pradesh. 

SCHEDULE 


Sr. 

No. 

S. No. and 

Date 

NameofVillage 

Tehsil 

District 

State 

Date of 

Termination 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1 . 

1599 dated 

Manglya 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


26-04-2W5 

Gari pipliya 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Rama pipliya 

Sanwer 

[ndore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Khakrod 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Todi 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Barlai Jagir 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Puwanla Dai 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 



Puwardu Happa 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-211)7 
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1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 


Machhukhedi 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-OX-2007 


Makodiya 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 

2. 769 dated 

Khakrod 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 

14-3-2007 

Barlai Jagir 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


Puwanla Dai 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


Puwarda Happa 

Sanwer 

Indore 

M.P. 

31-08-2007 


Machhukhedi 

Dew as 

Indore 

M.P. 

71-08-2007 


[F. No.R-31015/7/2010-OR-ll] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


it f##, 25 335^57, 2010 

cfiT.OT. 2679,—-4>-s0d 5)7557 5Tl #5? f#! 3 5? 
^ f# TpiTra 71^5 # 5i#qt7 # 5*5 #?i 
3173 5 #11 55? 5j5 33T551 # wR=t?H ’TM 3#tTFf 
'5131 ni?netl§H f#r^ #5^; 

#7 5>#5 137557 55 #3Tt 5T?5TfT?5 P«ts$H # 5#SR 

# f# 5? atl<T755? #131 #111 f# #11 tjfa tf, # $051 

# ## t, f#m 355 wiener f#R 5# 

55 ‘STFeTT^ t, 33# 1 # ##03 55 31# f#5T "STTTT; 

315: 315, #5# 337553, ^lf#l #3 3srf#l 
WlUl# (#1 # 5WI 5) ##03 5* 33#) #df#R, 
1962 (1962 50 50) # *3T3T 3 55 TWIT? (1) 5R) TKri 
#55# 50 55# 5# fir, ^ -ijfiq -q 3 m9F1 5? #5553 50 
33# 5# # 33# 331515 5ft m]°I u Ii 57# 1?; 

55f ezrf# # 055 33g3J# 5 qf#T #3 5 f?55^ 
t, 037 5TO35 # f#75ft #f ##£55? 77 *£R? '0135 # 3T555 
5?f #c?57 33151151 "5551 50 05eW 5131 # 50# t’, $5#0 f# 

# #53 # #5 5Tf5ell?5 f#515 #1 5? fc# 37# 05#1 

# #5503 # 50# # 3755 0 # 3Tlf#5 333, 31*00 
#55031, 3l#5K -#51 535 3TT?3? 51?5ellT5 mRoWhI 0135 
#015 f3WT3# f#q#, 8/5, ‘‘#5#” -TRTCJS? 537 3#? 
37 W, 0#5-456 010 (37695571) 50 1#3§5 3^5 5 331#7 
#5 33551 1 

5713715? : 55T#51 foTeO : TTO^TJl 37-5 : 5*5!#?7 


5. 3303 50 515 3# 557 375551 ##53 5 

37. 


i 2 

3 

4 

1 #5# 

1489/1 

0.129 


| 53. 37. 371 

17. - 31015/! 4/2008 - #'±317-11 ] 



TJ, VTT 7 


New Delhi, the 25th October, 2010 

S.O, 2679. —Whereas, it appears to the Central 
Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that 
the transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the Stale of Madhya Pradesh a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose ol layuig such pipeline, il is necessary 
to acquire the right of user in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described 
in the schedule, annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (I) of section .7 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention lo acquire the right oI user (herein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
notification are made available to the public, object in 
writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shn Arvind Khare. 
Competent Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 8/5 “Vais hall”, 
Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, Ujjain-456010 (Madhya 
Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


Tchsil; Nalkhoda District: Shajapor State; M.P 


S. Name of 

Survey No. 

Area in Hectare 

No. Village 



! 2 

3 

■i 

1 Tikon 

1489/! 

0.129 


(F. No. R-3 t015/l4/2(HiX-OR-[(j 
A. GOSWAMI. I inderSvcy. 
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^T. 39. 2680.— HIM 9>1 ^ 9S 3IT99719> ^TrtT % ^3 W 5PRR f?lfo<rs 39*1 

9^$T 9 ^ 9? 97 3TR9TI7 d'Phd 4 ^T % fafR firR 9 399*99139 99* 9T^P(* % 9> 9f*3?9 3j f^r;. 
f^^ffew sHm foffe 5 ft *T^Nr?T-grg^y-?icr?T 9J59sn59 fcrai? tirt 9ifK f ; 


#7, 9T79 ^>'W 99 399 9T599J59 facR =£ 99*919 % 9? 3RS9J9* M7 f?T9I 1 f^j. “Pf 'ijfrr jf, fjpjcR 

^IrTT 399 91599T59 foST? 7R 99 97919 \ 2^ A 59 3lf^PJ5RT 9 39195 31J^gi 9 ‘#TH |. 3991- 93 
Sf^l4>l' 931 3155 ‘4TCT • 

37rTS, 3R, *979 979517, %jtf9T99 $F 79^31 91$9HI$H (’jft ^T 39919 95 31^951* 951 3TR) 3lfilrl99, 1962 
(1962 951 50) 9T9 3 oBt 39919 (1) j5FT 9979 99 99*5 99^ |9, 39^ 3991 ! ! % 3lf*195P 9J 

315*9 95*% % 3199 3TT919 95* 9)9 rj ll <J519* % ; 

^ ajfe, 59* 3e19 3Fpj9* *f crf^ ^ 3* lortq-s I, 39 9Fte % f^199>* 393 3lfcjft99 99 9T9 3 99 35919 
(1) ^ 3T9*9 59Tf* 9? 3#^7RT 9>* 9fr*9T 9199^ 3931 9>* 393® 9571 9* 899* I, 594i*5 &9 95 919 7 
’jft ^ ^ 9I597TI59 f^c5lt 37^ % ^fTT 3919*9 ^ 3lftl95F % 3739 95 999 9 9* 991 fo?1F 931, 9819 
91^9517*, Roilfcifww 59f5I7$Ff9T 999 9^73, ^T§9 Z19T, ^599397 - 7510 23, 

3Ttf%9TT 7739 9>* If'lftacl 99 9 39819 sR 993911 


939/ 4**99/ dl^cb Sd’cf* 


999 S 

3ftfeTT 





to ^tpt 

*T / H4 ISiqvJH ti 





&&97 ^97 

%^97 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

0 dW*Hd 

4873 

00 

00 

65 

4872 

00 

13 

10 

4871 

00 

11 

53 

4870 

00 

09 

88 

4863 

00 

03 

96 

4816 

00 

06 

41 

4897 

00 

0 

28 

4898 

00 

11 

00 

4899 

00 

00 

71 

4915 

00 

15 

83 

4925 

00 

09 

73 

4859 

00 

00 

41 

5299 

0 0 

07 

28 

530 2 

■J u 

C 2 

83 

5301 

00 

0 2 

35 

5300 

00 

00 

74 

5304 

00 

04 

64 

5305 

00 

0 2 

21 

530 6 

00 

04 

S5 

5298 

00 

03 

04 

5308 

00 

U 2 

56 

. .._...5309 ... . . .... . _ 

00 

10 

_36_ 
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2 

TV 

i. v—r 

5 

5297 

00 

01 

27 

5310 

00 

01 

54 

5315 

00 

29 

63 

5321 

00 

11 

26 

5318 

00 

00 

11 

5319 

00 

05 

73 

5320 

00 

04 

14 

5335 

00 

08 

03 

5334 

00 

00 

19 

5351 

00 

24 

59 

5350 

00 

02 

65 

5377 

00 

00 

10 

10071 

00 

00 

31 

5352 

00 

00 

28 

5374 

00 

16 

68 

5381 

00 

10 

05 

9690 

00 

00 

10 

9835 

00 

09 

82 

5382 

00 

09 

54 

5384 

00 

03 

73 

5383 

00 

05 

19 

5380 

00 

16 

55 

3862 

00 

05 

25 

3863 

00 

10 

62 

3950 

00 

02 

92 

3951 

00 

05 

15 

3948 

00 

01 

01 

3952 

00 

02 

09 

3953 

00 

03 

11 

3956 

00 

00 

78 

9830 

00 

05 

30 

3954 

00 

02 

48 

3955 

00 

01 

01 

3943 

00 

03 

41 

3961 

00 

11 

08 

394 2 

00 

01 

08 

39 64 

00 

02 

29 

9221 

00 

12 

22 

3987 

00 

16 

43 

3986 

00 

03 

18 

3985 

00 

00 

44 

3971 

00 

00 

86 

3972 

00 

02 

40 

3984 

00 

02 

75 

3973 

00 

09 

86 

3974 

00 

07 

26 

3982 

00 

01 

93 

3981 

00 

06 

92 
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3977 

00 

00 

66 

3979 

00 

04 

37 

9673 

00 

05 

17 

3978 

00 

11 

81 

3995 

00 

04 

94 

2 603 

00 

19 

80 

2 60 2 

00 

20 

0.6 

2 607 

00 

01 

96 

2 60 6 

00 

02 

30 

2 605 

00 

02 

89 

2604 

00 

04 

50 

2 603/10128 

00 

04 

91 

2566 

00 

00 

10 

2566/10115 

00 

03 

30 

2567/10116 

00 

02 

99 

2567 

00 

01 

20 

2568 

00 

10 

70 

2565 

00 

00 

91 

10114 

00 

00 

87 

1464 

00 

09 

58 

1463 

00 

05 

86 

1462 

00 

05 

17 

1393 

00 

08 

42 

1392 

00 

04 

78 

1350 

00 

07 

21 

1390 

00 

09 

87 

1354 

00 

22 

65 

1351 

00 

08 

00 

1353 

00 

03 

89 

9476 

00 

03 

21 

1587 

00 

00 

39 

9477 

00 

03 

36 

1357 

00 

07 

56 

1582/9670 

00 

05 

51 

1580 

00 

14 

63 

1578 

00 

07 

09 

1577 

00 

06 

43 

1585 

00 

06 

58 

1576 

00 

04 

91 

1586 

00 

02 

63 

9538 

00 

09 

97 

1575 

00 

08 

67 
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1) dirtqM 


1590 

1591 
1589 

1592 

1593 

1594 
1600 
1601 
1602 
1 655 

1648 
1654 

1649 

1650 

1651 

1652 
1644 
1690 

1687 

1688 
1689 
1686 
981 
980 

949 

950 

951 
948 
947 
9193 

952 

953 
94 6 
945 
956 
959 

961 

962 


3 

4 

5 

00 

05 

85 

00 

02 

93 

00 

04 

45 

00 

08 

04 

00 

21 

34 

00 

04 

15 

00 

02 

03 

00 
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314/563 
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48 
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349/628 


00 

10 
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350/629 


00 

07 

60 


344/6 2 2 


00 

02 

47 


351/630 


00 

02 

35 


352/632 


00 

04 

80 


631 


00 

04 

80 


353 


00 

03 

26 


355/635 


00 

18 

92 


342/617 


00 

03 

20 


356/636 


00 

01 

59 


640 


00 

01 

36 


214/248 


00 

08 

74 


212/246 


00 

01 

70 


211/245 


00 

07 

70 


210/244 


00 

12 

11 


213/247 


00 

02 

70 


207/241 


00 

04 

68 


207/240 


00 

53 

53 

3 ) 

116 


00 

12 

87 


60/115 


00 

08 

00 


37/62 


00 

43 

91 


63 


00 

02 

31 


38/64 


00 

24 

99 


39/68 


00 

09 

94 


40/71 


00 

16 

27 


72 


00 

00 

10 


73 


00 

00 

54 


75 


00 

01 

47 


76 


00 

05 

19 


77 


00 

00 

37 


78 


00 

00 

24 


93 


00 

00 

98 


91 


00 

02 

23 


89 


00 

03 

24 
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00 

02 

90 


88 


00 

00 
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00 

00 

86 

4 ) 
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00 

04 
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00 
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00 

08 
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01 
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05 

52 

2864 

00 

00 

11 

2863 

00 

01 

06 

2862 

00 

05 

77 

2929 

00 

10 

63 

2928 

00 

02 

74 

2931 

00 

03 

93 

2932 

00 

11 

06 

2827 
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New Delhi, the 29th October, 2010 

S. O. 2680 . — Whereas it appears to Government of India that it is necessary in public 
interest that for transportation of natural gas from onshore terminal at East coast of 
Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited to consumers in various parts of the 
country, Kakinada - Basudebpur - Howrah pipeline should be laid by M/s Relogistics 
Infrastructure Limited; 


And whereas, it appears to Government of India that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which are described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962), Government of India hereby declares its intention to acquire the Right of 
User therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one 
days from the date on which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of 
India under sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the said Act, are made available to the general 
public, object in writing to the acquisition of the Right of User therein for laying the 
pipeline under the land to Shri Braja Kishore Panda, Competent Authority, Rclogistics 
Infrastructure Limited, 1st Floor, Fortune Tower, Chandrasekharpur, Bhubaneswar - 
751 ()23,Orissa State. 
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Mandal/Tehsil/Taluk:Banki 

District: Cuttack 

State:Orissa 

i 

— J 

Village 

Survey No./Sub-Division 

Area to be acquired for 



Hec 

Are 

C-Are 

1 

2 

3 

4 

* 

1) Tal abasia 

4873 

00 

00 

65 

4872 

00 

15 

10 

4871 

00 

11 

53 

4870 

00 

09 

88 

4865 

00 

03 

96 

4816 

00 

06 

41 

4897 

00 

01 

28 

4898 

00 

10 

00 

4899 

00 

00 

71 

4915 

00 

15 

83 

4925 

00 

09 

73 

4859 

00 

00 

41 

5299 

00 

07 

28 

5302 

00 

02 

83 

5301 

00 

02 

35 

5300 

00 

00 

74 

5304 

00 

04 

64 

5305 
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1 2 

3 
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00 
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52 
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00 

03 
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00 

05 
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00 

06 

89 
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00 

03 

02 
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00 

02 

25 
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00 

00 

32 
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00 

02 
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00 
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00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 
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03 

01 

03 

02 

01 

02 

02 

05 

04 

03 

00 

00 

03 

08 

01 

02 

02 
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4 
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1685 

00 

01 

69 


1492 

00 

07 

02 
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00 

00 

10 
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00 
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64 
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00 

03 

50 
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00 

02 

24 
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55 
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00 

82 
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32 


1468 

00 

00 

10 


1469 

00 

01 

14 


1410 

00 

C7 

74 


1434 

00 

00 

10 


1417 

00 

02 

43 


1418 

00 

01 

97 


1419 

00 

04 

10 


1422 

00 

08 

00 
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00 

02 

17 


1424 

00 

02 

35 


1425 

00 

00 

27 


1426 

00 

01 

75 


1427 

00 

00 
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1428 
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02 

68 
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04 

45 


1429 
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02 
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New Delhi, the 29th October, 2010 

S. O. 2681.— Whereas it appears to Government of India that it is necessary in public 
interest that for transportation of natural gas from onshore terminal at Last coast of 
Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited to consumers in various parts of the 
country. Kakinada - Basudebpur - Howrah pipeline should be laid by M/s Relogistics 
Infrastructure Limited; 


And whereas, it appears to Government of India that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which arc described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962). Government of India hereby declares its intention to acquire the Right of 
User therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one 
days from the date on which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of 
India under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, are made available to the general 
public, object in writing to the acquisition of the Right of User therein for laying the 
pipeline under the land to Shri Braja Kishore Panda, Competent Authority, Relogistics 
Infrastructure Limited, 1st Floor, Fortune Tower, Chandrasekharpur, Bhubaneswar - 
751023,Orissa State. 
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Mandal/Tehsil/Taluk:Banki 

District: Cuttack 

State:Orissa 


Village 

Survey No./Sub-Division 

Area to be acquired for 



Hec 

Are 

C-Are 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1} kusupangi 

3178 

00 

00 

34 

3177 

00 

00 

63 

3172 

00 

00 

74 

3165 

00 

00 

55 

3164 

00 

01 

50 

3163 

00 

00 

74 

3142 

00 

03 

57 

3140 

00 

08 

87 

3141 

00 

04 

43 

3139 

00 

03 

45 

4167 

00 

04 

81 

3136 

00 

01 

00 

3135 

00 

04 

85 

3129 

00 

04 

65 

3127 

00 

05 

89 

3126 

00 

00 

39 

3128 

00 

06 

09 

3132 

00 

04 

46 

3131 

00 

00 

88 

3130 

00 

00 

85 

2872 

00 

01 

35 

2873 

00 

00 

67 

3124 

00 

01 

78 

3123 

00 

02 

32 

2874 

00 

02 

15 

2875 

00 

00 

33 

2878/4410 

00 

02 

09 

2878 

00 

03 

68 

2878/4411 

00 

03 

30 

2877 

00 

00 

12 

2879 

00 

01 

35 

2880 

00 

00 

79 

2881 

00 

02 

33 

2838 

00 

05 

05 

2883 

00 

01 

10 

2882 

00 

02 

04 

2871 

00 

01 

86 
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4 16 

00 

02 

68 

283? 

00 

01 

71 

2855 

00 

00 

97 

2835 

00 

13 

97 

2834 

00 

13 

53 

2833 

00 

01 

46 

2674 

00 

09 

98 

2650 

00 

00 

10 

2675 

00 

27 

34 

2676 

00 

02 

50 

2645 

00 

00 

97 

2614 

00 

03 

10 

2613 

00 

00 

10 

2615 

00 

03 

IS 

2616 

00 

05 

94 

2617 

00 

06 

89 

2618 

00 

03 

02 

2619 

00 

02 

25 

2620 

00 

00 

32 

262! 

00 

02 

9! 

2625 

00 

04 

37 

2622 

00 

01 

61 

2623 

00 

02 

77 

2624 

00 

02 

SI 

2521 

00 

00 

10 

2625/4400 

00 

01 

97 

2403 

00 

01 

09 

4705 

00 

0! 

43 

2425/4401 

00 

00 

57 

2743 

00 

02 

51 

2520 

00 

00 

56 

2519 

00 

00 

99 

2518 

00 

01 

74 

2517 

00 

0! 

91 

2514 

00 

01 

60 

2513 

00 

00 

9) 

2512 

00 

02 

53 

2510 

00 

02 

69 

2506 

00 

02 

44 

2507 

00 

02 

28 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

|} Kusupangi (Conid) 

2508 

00 

00 

10 

2505 

00 

02 

05 

2502 

00 

02 

86 

2503 

00 

00 

10 

2501 

00 

01 

99 

2500 

00 

00 

25 

2498 

00 

02 

46 

2499 

00 

00 

56 

2497 

00 

02 

44 

2496 

00 

00 

82 

2495 

00 

00 

46 

2494 

00 

00 

72 

2493 

00 

02 

95 

2491 

00 

05 

98 

2490 

00 

04 

66 

2488 

00 

03 

16 

2487 

00 

03 

02 

2486 

00 

01 

86 

2485 

00 

03 

60 

2484 

00 

02 

12 

2483 

00 

01 

94 

2482 

00 

02 

13 

2481 

00 

02 

17 

2480 

00 

05 

00 

2479 

00 

04 

8! 

2478 

00 

03 

06 

2477 

00 

00 

53 

2476 

00 

00 

83 

2475 

00 

03 

57 

2474 

00 

08 

57 

2473 

00 

01 

76 

1694 

00 

02 

71 

1693 

00 

02 

56 

1692 

00 

02 

84 

1691 

00 

02 

40 

1690 

00 

00 

67 

1689 

00 

03 

66 

1688 

00 

04 

41 

1687 

00 

05 

22 

1686 

00 

01 

99 
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[['an II Set sini 

I * .] 


|) Kusupan^i (Corrtd) 


1685 

00 

01 

69 

1492 

00 

07 

02 

1497 

00 

00 

10 

1491 

00 

06 

64 

1498 

00 

03 

50 

1490 

00 

02 

74 

1489/4402 

00 

03 

55 

1486 

00 

03 

*7“i 

1487 

00 

00 

10 

1485 

00 

03 

94 

1484 

00 

03 

S9 

1482 

00 

03 

99 

1483 

00 

02 

76 

1479 

00 

00 


1480 

00 

00 

69 

1481 

00 

00 

82 

1470 

00 

02 


1468 

00 

00 

to 

1469 

00 

01 

14 

1410 

00 

57 

74 

1434 

00 

00 

10 

1417 

00 

02 

43 

1418 

00 

01 

97 

1419 

00 

04 

! i [\ 

1422 

00 

08 

:y\ 

1423 

00 

02 

i 7 

1424 

00 

02 

35 

1425 

00 

00 

■> 7 

1426 

00 

01 

75 

1427 

00 

00 

36 

1428 

00 

02 

68 

4382 

00 

04 

45 

1429 

00 

02 

25 

1705 

00 

04 

46 

1430 

00 

03 

98 

1431 

00 

03 

28 

934/4356 

00 

00 

84 

989 

00 

02 

09 

1432 

00 

02 

60 

4105 

00 

01 

66 
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^7 Tnm : 30, 2Q10/«hl(fi4i 8, 1932 


7307 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

J) Kusupangi (Contd) 

975 

00 

27 

32 

971/4122 

00 

00 

29 

877 

00 

14 

78 

973 

00 

02 

01 

4345 

00 

04 

30 

961 

00 

03 

83 

958 

00 

21 

19 

960 

00 

68 

82 

82 

00 

38 

30 

42 

00 

02 

87 

81 

00 

02 

73 

80 

00 

77 

86 

72 

00 

41 

29 

4362 

00 

09 

35 

2) Chakuleswar 

1287 

00 

15 

83 

1283 

00 

44 

82 

1284 

00 

13 

42 

1292 

00 

09 

09 

836 

00 

00 

10 

835 

00 

03 

07 

834 

00 

02 

13 

833 

00 

08 

32 

832 

00 

03 

40 

854 

00 

00 

83 

855 

00 

02 

92 

856 

00 

03 

88 

857 

00 

04 

27 

801 

00 

04 

05 

860 

00 

02 

63 

861 

00 

02 

17 

800 

00 

10 

31 

863 

00 

00 

13 

789 

00 

22 

34 

973 

00 

02 

90 

782 

00 

00 

25 

788 

00 

02 

44 

787 

00 

03 

87 

790 

00 

00 

70 

766 

00 

01 

74 

784 

00 

00 

51 


4049 GI/10—'13 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

2) (.'hakuleswai (Oontii) 

786 

00 

02 

34 

785 

00 

01 

99 

772 

00 

03 

44 

771 

00 

03 

10 

769 

00 

02 

65 

697 

00 

01 

63 

695 

00 

04 

17 

696 

00 

03 

17 

768 

00 

00 

12 

698 

00 

01 

72 

699 

00 

01 

44 

700 

00 

01 

82 

701 

00 

04 

48 

694 

00 

01 

49 

692 

00 

00 

53 

660 

00 

03 

93 

659 

00 

00 

68 

661 

00 

02 

49 

676 

00 

00 

10 

662 

00 

03 

51 

663 

00 

01 

04 

664 

00 

01 

56 

669 

00 

00 

71 

668 

00 

02 

48 

666 

00 

01 

86 

665 

00 

00 

23 

667 

00 

02 

28 

670 

00 

04 

93 

674 

00 

00 

52 

671 

00 

02 

17 

672 

00 

04 

80 

640 

00 

02 

11 

639 

00 

01 

28 

673 

00 

03 

72 

569 

00 

03 

24 

570 

00 

03 

25 

571 

00 

02 

94 

572 

00 

00 

21 

387 

00 

00 

10 

386 

00 

01 

33 




[ MFTII—W^3(ii)] ^ 30, 2010/’£TffcF 8, 1932 "309 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

2) Chakuleswar (Contd) 

385 

00 

03 

22 

384 

00 

01 

83 

382 

00 

00 

10 

383 

00 

25 

02 

374 

00 

03 

08 

373 

00 

05 

61 

372 

00 

03 

14 

371 

00 

01 

55 

370 

00 

04 

12 

369 

00 

05 

41 

368 

00 

03 

81 

366 

00 

03 

31 

365 

00 

02 

09 

364 

00 

06 

78 

363 

00 

02 

32 

400 

00 

01 

08 

362 

00 

08 

94 

401 

00 

01 

00 

323 

00 

14 

95 

402 

00 

00 

24 

1420 

00 

13 

95 

322 

00 

06 


224 

00 

01 

37 

222 

00 

•oo 

87 

223 

00 

00 

27 

225 

00 

02 

40 

228 

00 

09 

20 

229 

00 

1 1 

08 

234 

00 

23 

86 

1384 

00 

01 

44 

235 

00 

01 

28 

236 

00 

10 

94 

237 

00 

00 

10 


65 

00 

18 

39 

69 

00 

27 

93 

106 

00 

01 

61 

78 

00 

03 

39 

105 

00 

04 

22 

104 

00 

07 

22 

103 

00 

07 

34 


3) Pathapur 
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1 

2 1 

3 

4 

5 

3) Pathapur (Contd) 

102 

00 

00 

65 

79 

00 

00 

61 

101 

00 

28 

28 

100 

00 

01 

01 

99 

00 

08 

16 

97 

00 

16 

37 

98 

00 

09 

08 

83 

00 

17 

78 

90 

00 

11 

31 

89 

00 

03 

29 

88 

00 

05 

67 

84 

00 

03 

04 

85 

00 

31 

14 

176 

00 

18 

72 

4) Mahanadi (River) 

39 

01 

21 

10 

40 

01 

03 

89 

| Mandal/Tehsil/Taluk:Athagad 

District:Cuttack 

State:Orissa 


1) kandarpur 

313 

01 

12 

40 

548 

00 

09 

56 

542 

00 

08 

38 

499 

00 

05 

22 

500 

00 

04 

65 

496 

00 

07 

11 

494 

00 

04 

71 

492 

00 

04 

60 

495 

00 

02 

06 

488 

00 

01 

37 

489 

00 

01 

80 

490 

00 

00 

21 

491 

00 

06 

23 

740 

00 

00 

95 

739 

00 

06 

96 

738 

00 

01 

97 

1932 

00 

03 

98 

744 

00 

30 

70 

746 

00 

02 

35 

753 

00 

05 

24 

754 

00 

04 

67 

755 

00 

03 

47 

756 

00 

04 

70 

749 

00 

02 

79 
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*TTCT^T7TW : 31^7 30, 2010/^5#^ 8, 1932 


|) Kandarpur(Contd) 


812 

814 

816 

393/1857 


08 
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I 

2 ! 

3 

4 

5 

1) KandarpuriContd) 

843 

00 

14 

33 


844 

00 

08 

52 


881 

00 

22 

43 


883 

00 

02 

87 


882 

00 

22 

65 


901 

00 

00 

10 


902 

00 

03 

33 


880 

00 

07 

85 


903 

00 

14 

17 


845 

00 

04 

89 


846 

00 

04 

55 


847 

00 

19 

00 


858 

00 

12 

68 


848 

00 

07 

32 


849 

00 

00 

80 


857 

00 

06 

34 


851 

00 

02 

85 


852 

00 

26 

10 


853 

00 

20 

52 


855 

00 

23 

66 


854 

00 

05 

01 


745/1886 

00 

04 

75 


839 

00 

22 

95 

[F, No. L-14014/71/2010-GP] 
SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy 


M ftr#, 29 2010 


-W. 31T. 2682. ITPTrf S5T 1 m ‘3M5335 ^RTtrT ^IrU % fa RhH3«) *1 W-V 

<far if ?rz w. z^farsT % ??r % fa^R- W if ^wfarraif ^ gr^frr* M $> 

*m fH r fafe<F T sm <w*toiti-«)ig^<-sra?T ww f^si? ^ ^ifep; 


3?r, ^'.crr *f 33rT faiM % 941*44 % fa*7 ^ tirwts) 9?rfa ?fa % fa, tt ^ if, farsi 

‘FlrR 3SvT fail? ^ ST TF1TS % #T ^ 3#^T % TTM'S 3Ejg4f *T crfiJpT %, 3WI * 

3tffaR ST 3DH fasT ^TTt ; 

3TrTS, 3TS, 'rfTTrT ^TTSiR, Tjifcm #7 if OTSfn Sf 3lfaSTT ST-3FSR) Hfcfapf, 19 6 2 

(1962 <fT 50) Cfit SIRT 3 <£t TTORT (1) 5RT TScrT Slfafaf ST TTTT SvRT |T, 3TT 3WI SS 3fep ST 
SPH S>H Si 3TTT 31TW Sit SETHT SiRTt % J 

^ ssfar, 7TT 3SrT 3EJf€r if sf% T fecTTS %, TT TRET % frPTST 3 StT 3rf4faFT <fif SJRT 3 ^f 3TSRT 
(1) S) S#T jTRT <61 ^ 3im^TT Sif TfajT ^TRIF^ ^ cfPT gj TTTrft f. §SSTF far % 'TIT 7 

*jfo sf Tfg TT§qin?T fast? sr Trfam % 3ifasiR % apfa sf #i T 4ft stt fefp qsi, wi 

gifasrfr, Rdlfafewi jzm&rtR faftfU, jrar *ffrw, sfst, < gsr:*R - 7510 23, 

differ 7FHT SSt fpffarT R if 3TT«fa ipT TSfTT I 
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HSr-i/ cngifc S<H^ 


^THT S 3Ttl%^TT 




'3nT.'3ft.3[ 

’fk <51^ 

*r / fifevH ^ 








1 

2 

3 

4 


l ) MI<W ^RR 

28 

0Q 

06 

84 

26 

00 

00 

26 

27 

00 

12 

79 

24 

00 

05 

19 

29 

00 

01 

63 

23 

00 

01 

01 

67 

00 

08 

26 

65 

00 

09 

13 

62 

00 

09 

94 

61 

00 

10 

28 

58 

00 

05 

48 

59 

00 

01 

53 

56 

00 

13 

61 

54 

00 

00 

15 

55 

00 

05 

02 

359 

00 

07 

23 

85 

00 

13 

24 

87 

00 

06 

23 

112 

00 

00 

10 

88 

00 

04 

16 

111 

00 

01 

64 

110 

00 

00 

10 

90 

00 

07 

84 

91 

00 

08 

51 

92 

00 

08 

37 

93 

00 

00 

68 

101 

00 

08 

46 

100 

00 

00 

47 

94 

00 

04 

44 

98 

00 

09 

46 

96 

00 

07 

98 

2 ) ifaray 

59 

00 

01 

82 

60 

00 

05 

14 

61 

00 

09 

34 

62 

00 

06 

98 

65 

00 

08 

74 

64 

00 

00 

10 

66 

00 

01 

24 

67 

00 

32 

90 

69 

00 

03 

47 

92 

00 

00 

40 

96 

00 

05 

58 

94 

00 

21 

57 
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1 . 

j 2 

n 

TT 

[5 1 

2) ifanRgttntR (Prtat) 

93 

00 


63 


95 

00 

00 

10 


115 

00 

07 

70 


119 

00 

11 

45 


116 

00 

08 

10 


121 

00 

02 

85 


120 

00 

08 

45 


122 

00 

19 

15 


126 

00 

03 

45 


128 

00 

01 

30 


388 

00 

00 

57 


130 

00 

00 

32 


131 

00 

00 

30 


[m U T&.- 14014/71 /2010-^Wt. ] 


7% 3fRT 33R7 RfaR 


New Delhi, the 29th October, 2010 

S. O. 2682—Whereas it appears to Government of India that it is necessary in public 
interest that for transportation of natural gas from onshore terminal at East coast of 
Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited to consumers in various parts of the 
country, Kakinada - Basudebpur - Howrah pipeline should be laid by M/s Relogistics 
Infrastructure Limited; 


And whereas, it appears to Government of India that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which are described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962), Government of India hereby declares its intention to acquire the Right of 
User therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one 
days from the date on which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of 
India under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, are made available to the general 
public, object in writing to the acquisition of the Right of User therein for laying the 
pipeline under the land to Shri Braja Kishore Panda, Competent Authority, Relogistics 
Infrastructure Limited, 1st Floor, Fortune Tower, Chandrasekharpur, Bhubaneswar - 
751023,Orissa State. 

Schedule 


Mandal/Tehsil/Taluk:Banpur District: Khorda 

State:Orissa 

Village 

Survey No./Sub-Division 

Area to 

be acquirer 

$ for 



Hec 

Are 

C-Are 


2 

3 

4 

5 


28 

00 

06 

84 

26 

00 


26 

27 

00 

12 

79 

24 

00 

05 

19 


1) Patapur Sasan 
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1 “ 

l ” ~2 1 ■ r 

3 

n ir- 

5 

l 

Paflalpur Sasan (Comd) 

29 

“5T" 


63 



23 

00 

01 

01 



67 

00 

08 

26 



65 

00 

09 

13 



62 

00 

09 

94 



61 

00 

10 

28 



58 

00 

05 

48 



59 

00 

01 

53 



56 

00 

13 

61 



54 

00 

00 

15 



55 

00 

05 

02 



359 

00 

07 

23 



85 

00 

13 

24 



87 

00 

06 

23 



112 

00 

00 

10 



88 

00 

04 

16 



Ill 

00 

01 

64 



NO 

00 

00 

10 



90 

00 

07 

84 



91 

00 

08 

51 



92 

00 

08 

37 



93 

00 

00 

68 



101 

00 

08 

46 



100 

00 

00 

47 



94 

00 

04 

44 



98 

00 

09 

46 



96 

00 

07 

98 


2) (mpalpur Sasan 

59 

00 

01 

82 



60 

00 

05 

14 



61 

00 

09 

34 



62 

00 

06 

98 



65 

00 

08 

74 



64 

00 

00 

10 



66 

00 

01 

24 



67 

00 

32 

90 



69 

00 

03 

47 



92 

00 

00 

40 



96 

00 

05 

58 



94 

00 

21 

57 



93 

00 

03 

63 



95 

00 

00 

10 



1 15 

00 

07 

70 



1 19 

00 

1 1 

45 



1 16 

00 

08 

10 



121 

00 

02 

85 



120 

00 

08 

45 



122 

00 

19 

15 



126 

00 

03 

45 



128 

00 

01 

30 



388 

00 

00 

>7 



130 

00 

00 

32 



131 

00 

00 

30 



(F. No L--U014/71/2010-GP] 
NE>' MADAN. Under Secy 
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t rsi 

Tf forrft, 1 tWIRT, 2010 
3RT.31T. 2683 —jfcfiPv* ^TfalWT, 1947 (1947 
|4) 17 ^ 

^ 4>4*ki <£ 

app* 3f¥^ alteiiPi* U<*\* 3 trtfr alteflPF* 

-qiqicrtq, (^M WIT05/2005) 

^FT rt?T Wit, 1-9-2010 51F<T 

■g3H *T?I 

[U TJeT-15025/1/2010-3^3117 (TJR)] 
<bH<^ ^K2)^ , stfijc^Kl 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 1st September, 2010 

S.O. 2683. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
In das trial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 05/ 2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Hulustan Zinc Limited and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 1-9-2010. 

[No. L-l 5025/1/2010-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOV ERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRI BUN ALrC UM -LABOUR COURT, 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 11th day of June, 2010 
Industrial Dispute L. C. No. 5/2005 

Between: 

Sri V. Krishna Rao, 

Cl o Lakshmarta Rao, 

D. No. 40-51-25/5, Shanlhinagar, 

Visakhapatnam ....Petitioner 

And 

1. The Deputy General Manager, 

M/s. Hindustan Zinc Limited, 

Visakhapatnam -15. 

2. The General Manager, 

M/s. Hindustan Zinc Limited, 

Visakhapatnam -15 ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. V. Sambasiva Rao 

& A. S. Ramasarma, 
Advocates 


For the Respondent : M/s. D. V. Subba Rao & 

D. V.S. S. Somayajulu, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

Sri V. Krishna Rao, ex-workman of M/s. Hindustan 
Zmc Limited has tiled tins petition under Sec. 2A (2) of the 
1. D. Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High 
Court of Andlira Pradesh reported in W P. No. 8395 of 1989 
dated 3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others for reinstatemet in the 
service with full back wages and forquashment of order of 
discharge dated 5-4-2004. 

2. It has been submittal by the Petitioner workman 
that he worked as badali and was taken m as permanent 
worker by themanagmuiet on 1-4-91. Ever since he worked 
continuously with the management. Unfortunately, he was 
served with a chargesheet data! 14-7-2003 for unauthorised 
absence from duty. The Petitioner submittal his explanation 
but the explanation was not considered and an enquiry 
was conducted witliout following procedure eontemplatal 
under the principles of natural justice or relevant standing 
orders of the iminagement. The Petitioner submittal lu> 
sick certificates but that was not considered by the 
management nor considered by the Enquiry Officer.The 
Petitioner workman was suffering from asthma, and he w as 
regularly using medicines for the ailment. The ailment winch 
the Petitioner was suffering was attached to the dmt 
pollution of the company. The Petitioner made several 
representations for transfer from present department to 
any other department but the request of Petitioner was not 
considered. The Petitioner 1 s health was totally spoiled due 
to the ailment of Asthma causal due to the dust pollution 
of the company. The previous punishment milk ted by the 
management on the Petitioner was also title to dust pollution 
Tlie appeal submittal by the Petitioner was rejected without 
application of mind.The Petitioner was discharged from 
service on 5-4-2004. Petitioner approached labour 
department and he was advised to file ease before this 
tribunal. Hence, this petition before this tribunal. 

3. Respondent management appeared hetore this 
tribunal ami tiled its counter statement alleging therein 
that the allegation of non-consideration of medical 
certificate or ailment oftlic Petitioner due to dust pollution 
of the company is totally false. Petitioner did not submit 
;my medical certificate either before the Enquiry Officer or 
beforcthe management for the period lie was charged with 
by management. The Petitioner has a long hMory of 
remaining absent from service. He was ehaigeslieeled on 
14-7-2003 for misconduct of unauthorised absenteeism lor 
70 days during period of January, 2003 to June, 200* and 
explanation was called from the Petitioner but lie faded to 
submit any explanation despite constant pursuing. 
Domestic enquiry' was ordered and Enquiry Officer w as 
apoinled who completed the enquiry by 24-1-2004 and 
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submitted his findings. Petitioner has fully participated in 
the enquiry and availed all opportunities. The Enquiry 
Officer has followed the principles of natural justice while 
conducting the domestic enquiry during the course of 
enquiry, the Petitioner accepted the charges levelled in the 
chargesheet dated 14-7-2003, thus, the charges are found 
to be proved. Show cause notice was given to the Petitioner. 
Petitioner submitted his explanation against the finding of 
the Inquiry Officer and proposed punishment. Petitioner 
explanation and past record was considered before 
awarding the punishment of discharge from service which 
is as follows: 

(a) The Petitioner’s probation period was extended 
vide letter dated 13-6-1992 as he remained absent 
unauthorisedly for 60 days during the period 
1-4-1991 to 31-3-1992. 

(b) The probation was extended again vide letter 
dated 13-10-1992 as he remained absent unauthorisedly 
for 35 days during the period 1-4-1992 to 30-9-1992. 

(c) The probation was again extended vide letter 
dated 30-6-1993 as he remained absent unauthorisedly for 
3 8 days during the period 1-10-1992 to 31-3-1993 

(d) Punishment of ‘Stoppage of one annual 
increment with cumulative effect’ was imposed on him vide 
letter dated 7-8-2000 as he remained absent unauthorisedly 
for 102 days in theyear 1999. 

(e) Punishment of ‘reduction to the lower post of 
Helper in Category-U’ was imposedonfaimvide letter dated 
3-7-2001 as he remained absent unauthorisedly for 107 
days in the year 2000. 

(f) A charge sheet dated 1-5-2002 was issued to 
him for his unauthorised absence of 47 days in the year 
2001. However, no further action was taken against this 
chargesheet. 

(g) An advice letter dated 6-5-2002 was issued to 
him as he absconded from duty on 28-4-2002. 

(h) He remained absent unauthorizedly for 11 days 
from 28-4-2002 to 8-5-2002 for which he was chargesheeted 
on 9-5-2002 and considering his explanation a lenient view 
was taken and he was “warned” vide letter 
dated 17-7-2002. 

(i) He absconded froir <uty again from 23-5-2002 
and 28-5-2002 for which advice letters were issued to him 
on 31-5-2002 and 27-8-2002 respectively. 

(j) He again absconded from duty from 14-10-2002 
and he reported for duty on 6-11-2002 assuring that he 
would attend duties regularly. Taking a lenient view he 
was allowed to join duty. 


(k) He again remained absent unauthonzedly from 
24-5-2003 to 19-6-2003 and submitted a letter on 20-6-2003 
requesting the management to allow him to resume duties 
from 20-6-2003 as a last chance with an assurance that he 
shall not repeat such mistakes in future. Taking a lenient 
view he was allowed to join duty. 

4. It has further been alleged that Petitioner was 
counselled on two-occasions by the Senior Manager (P&A). 
It has further alleged that the Petitioner reported for duty 
in‘B’ shift on 24-11-2003 in a drunken stage. After medical 
examination it was proved that he was under the influence 
of alcohol, as such, he was not allowed for duty ana was 
marked absent and an advice letter was issued to him in 
that regard. Thus, the perusal of past record of the Petitioner 
reveal that Petitioner is a chronic absentee, he has not 
proved despite number of opportunities afforded to him. 
Thus, the penalty of discharge from service is not 
disproportionate and it would meet the ends of justice. 
The dismissal is the only appropriate punishment in case 
of present Petitioner. Petitioner is not only chronic 
absentee, but he indulged in other type of misconduct like 
being under the influence of alcohol on duty, thus the 
punishment imposed is in proportion to the misconduct 
committed by him. Petitioner does not deserve any lesser 
punishment or sympathy and petition deserves to be 
dismissed. 

5. Parties were directed to produce their evidence. 
Petitioner has produced sick certificate dated 1-12-2003 
and fitness certificate dated 12-12-2003. The Management 
has produced 9 documents i.e., chargesheet dated 
14-7-2003, copy of appointment order of Enquiry Officer 
dated 30-9-2003, original enquiry proceeding running 
into 15 pages, enquiry report dated 27-1-2004 containing 
two pages, show cause notice dated 3-3-2004 of 3 pages, 
explanation of the workman dated 27-3-2004, order of 
discharge dated 5-4-2004 of 4 pages, copy of appeal 
submitted by the workman dated 4-5-2004 of 8 pages and 
order of Appellate Authority dated 19-5-2004. No oral 
evidence has been produced as domestic enquiry 
conducted by the respondent held valid by this tribunal. 
Hence, arguments were advanced u/s 11A. 

6. I have heard Learned Counsel for the Petitioner 
and that of the management and have gone through the 
entire casefile which includes the claim statement, counter 
statement and documentary evidence produced by the 
Petitioner as well as that of the Respondent. 

7. It has been argued by the Learned Counsel for 
the Petitioner that the Petitioner has worked in a public 
sector undertaking i.e., M/s. Hindustan Zinc Ltd., which 
imitates heavy dust and smoke, that has caused ailment of 
Asthma to the Petitioner and Petitioner is allergic of dust 
imitated front the company’s production unit. He suffered 
from the ailment of Asthma and that was the cause of his 





7318 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 30 f 20l()/KARTIKA 8, 1932 


[Pm-, fl 


' 1 j 11 


absence. The Petitioner’s counsel has further argued that 
on previous occasion also Petitioner remained absent due 
to ailment of Asthma and he was awarded with minor 
punishment, then there was no occasion for the 
management to impose the punishment of discharge from 
service in the present case because Petitioner remained 
absent for 70 days only and that too due to his sickness for 
which he has subnutted medical rooprt to the Enquiry Officer 
and the management. The Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner further argued that no doubt, the Petitioner 
remained absent for 70 days during January, 2003 to June, 
2003, the punishment imposed by the management is 
excessive in comparison to the misconduct committed by 
the Petitioner. Hence, the Petitioner deserves sympathy 
from this tribunal and this tribunal may order for 
reinstatement imposing minor punishment other than 
punishment of discharge from the service. 

8 . As against the above argument of Learned 
Counsel for the Petitioner Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent has argued that the Petitioner was not absent 
only for the first occasion during the period January, 2003 
to June, 2003 but from the very beginning of his career in 
the management’s service Petitioner started remaining 
absent from the duty. During probation period also the 
Petitioner remained absent for 60 days during 1-4-1991 to 
31-3-1992 and his probation was extended. Again Petitioner 
remained absent from 35 days during 1 -4-1992 to 30-9-1992 
and lus probation was extended he remained again absent 
during 1-10-1992 to 3-3-1993 for 38 days and his probation 
was extended. Petitioner again remained absent for 
102 days in tile year 1999 and stoppage of one annual 
increment with cumulative effect was imposed by letter 
dated 7-8-2000. The Petitioner again remained absent for 
107 days in the year 2000 and he was imposed with the 
punishment of reduction to the lower post of helper vide 
order on 3-7-2001. During the year 2001 Petitioner agam 
remained absent for 47 days. A charge-sheet dated 
1 -5-2002 was issued to him but no action wns taken. 
Petitioner was issued advice letter on 6-5-2002 as he 
absconded from duty on 20-4-2002. Again Petitioner 
remained absent for 11 days from 28-4-200-2. Again 
Petitioner remained absent from 28-4-2002 to 8-5-2002 for 
which a charge-sheet was issued and he was warned vide 
letter dated 17-7-2002. Petitioner again absconded from 
duty' from 23-5-2002 and 22-8-2002 for which advice letter 
was issued to him on 31-5-2002 and 27-8-2002. He again 
absconded from duty on 14-10-2002 and reported for duty 
on 6-11 -2002 a lenient view was taken and he was allowed 
to join duty. The Petitioner again remained absent from 
24-5-2003 to 19-6-2003. He submittal letter on 20-6-2003 to 
allow him to resume duty as last chance and he was allowed 
to join duty. On two occasions the Petitioner was 
counselled by the Senior Manager. On 24-11-2003 
Petitioner came in drunken stage he was not allowed to 


duty and he was sent back. All these facts were iticmmikd 
in the charge-sheet to which the Petitioner has pleudid 
acceptance. Thus, the previous record and listen .■ l the 
Petitioner coupled with the present absented mm H dm 
Petitioner has compelled the management to dhOurec the 
Petitioner from the service as all the minor punnlmicnn 
have failed to show improvement in the Petitioner, flu 
Respondent counsel further argued that the absence <> 1 
the Petitioner from duty during the year January. 2oiH m 
June, 2003 has not been denied by the Petitioner 

9. The only question which Inis lo be considered 
by this tribunal is whether the absence of the Pctilmnei 
dunng the period January, 2003 to June. 2003 wa> for am 
reasonable and valid ground or not. 

10. The Petitioner has claimed that he was sick 
and was suffering from the ailment of Asthma for wind] lie 
has taken malical treatment and has submitted medical 
certificate before the mam gement as well as before the 
Enquiry Officer. Bill the enquiry' record shows that no 
certificate was produced by tne PetiVoner though lie staled 
beforcthe Enquiry' Officer that he will produce the medical 
certificates he sought time to p: oducc the medical 
certificates but on the date he was to produce the medical 
certificates he stated before the Enquiry Officer that he 
could not produce the medical certificates and he is unable 
to produce the certificates. This has compelled the Enquiry 
Officer to opine that the.statement of the Petitioner that he 
remained absent due to ailment of Asthma is not supported 
by the medical document and as the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer is based on evidence, it is neither baseless nor 
non-application of judicial mind of the Enquiry Officer and 
no f ault can be find in the opinion of the Enquire Officer. 

11. So far as the question of punishment n 
concerned the previous record of the Petitioner shows 
that Petitioner started remaining absent from the vet'v 
beginning of the service with the management. Manv a 
time he was awarded with minor punishments which docs 
not improve his way of service. Not only that Pctitmucr 
came in the office in drunken stage and he was not allowed 
for duty on that day, he was previously punished wiffi 
reduction to lower grade, stoppageol increment. warning 
and advices, but no improvement has been shown In die 
Petitioner, thus the management has no oilier option but 
to get rid of such an employee and order of punishment of 
discharge fr in . crvicc is the only proper punishment in 
the r \*se of present Petitioner. It is neirhei 
disproportionate nor excessive but n is onl\ justified 
punishment and no interference is required in this ease. 

FINDING 

12. I have considered these arguments of both the 
parties and 1 have gone through thcdocimicnis nfdnm<.sm 
enquiry proceeding wherein each and even charge were 
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read over to the Petitioner and he has accepted those 
charges. The Petitioner has accepted that he remained 
absent for 70 days in January, 2003 to June, 2003 however, 
he has stated before the Enquiry Officer that it was due to 
the gastric problem. During the course of enquiry, the 
Petitioner did not state before the Enquiry Officer that he 
w as suffering from ailment of Asthma during the period 
January, 2003 to June, 2003. He has stated before the 
Enquiry Officer that he will produce the medical papers on 
the next date but the proceeding book shows that he could 
not produce any paper on the next date of enquiry and his 
entire evidence was closed. Petitioner has accepted each 
and every count of the charges levelled against him the 
Enquiry Officer has opined that all the charges against the 
Petitioner arc proved. The Petitioner has not produced any 
medical documents to prove that he remained absent due 
to any ailment that extricate gastric trouble or asthmatic 
problem. Thus, the Enquiry Officer has correctly held that 
the Petitioner remained absent without any reasonable 
cause. The Petitioner has submitted his explanation dated 
27-3-2002 before file Deputy General Manager, w herein in 
para 2 of his explanation he has written, “1 have been given 
enough chance to continue in service on mercy grounds, 
but 1 failed to improve my attendance due to some family 
problems, evil desires/habits, since the tribal traditions are 
inherent to me, Now r I have realized my fault and feel bad 
myself ” This, explanation is self-explanatory and prove 
that due to the ill-desire and bad habits the Petitioner used 
to remain absent. In his explanation Petitioner has nowhere 
mentioned that he remained absent due to any ailment or 
health problem. Thus the finding of the Enquiry Officer or 
the order of Disciplinary Authority is based on application 
of mind and due to habitual absenteeism of the Petitioner 
without any reasonable cause which has warranted the 
punishment of discharge from the service in the case of 
present Petitioner. The record and charge-sheet prove that 
Petitioner was not absent for 70 days on one occasion but 
he has remained absent from very inception of his career in 
the service of the management. He has been punished on 
several occasions pnor to this absenteeism, he remain 
absent during probation period also and his probation 
w as extended on two occasions, but no action has been 
taken by the management. All this shows that the 
management was lenient towards the Petitioner but the 
Petitioner has not mended himself nor improve himself while 
performing his duties or remaining regular in the service, 
thus the charges of absenteeism from the duty without 
any reasonable cause was found to be proved and there is 
no ground to interfere in the finding of the Enquiry Officer. 
The absenteeism from the duty without any reaonable cause 
is a misconduct for which Petitioner was already imposed 
with minor punishments, he was advised and counselled 
on two previous occasions to improve himself but those 
advices also failed to improve the Petitioner. Hence the 
management w f as left with no other option but to discharge 
the Petitioner from the service. 


13. The Petitioner’s counsel has submitted that 
Petitioner presented medical and sick eertificaic to prove 
that he remained absent due to sickness, but it was nol 
considered I have seen the sick certificate, it relates to the 
month of December, 2003 and it is not for Ihc period for 
which the Petitioner was charge-sheet al. The Petitioner 
has submittal his medical booklet along with the grounds 
of the appeal that does not relate to the period for which 
the Petitioner was charge-shccled for the month of 
January, 2003 to June, 2003, it relates to previous years. 
Thus, the ailment of Petitioner during the year 2001 or 2002 
does not absolve him or permit him to remain absent without 
any ailment or even if he was suffering from any ailment it 
was his duty to inform his superiors and sick leave, medical 
leave w ith or without pay which has not been done by the 
Petitioner. The Petitioner himself lias suhimlted through 
Ins explanation dated 24-3-2004 that due to evil desires and 
habits of the tribal traditions lie used to remain absent, bad 
habit of any tribal person will not absolve him for nol 
attending to his duty in the public sector undertakings. 
Evil habit or bad habit is always bail and that is the reason 
the Petitioner remained absent w hich can not be said to be 
a valid or reasonable ground. The medical certificate 
produced by the Petitioner is of no help because it relates 
to other period. Thus, hiking into consideration, the past 
record of the Petitioner the management lias correctly 
discharged the Petitioner from the services. Because 
Petitioner has not improved even after advices, the 
punishment of discharge from service is neither excessive 
nor disproportionate. I find no ground to interfere in the 
punishment imposed by the management which is genuine 
and justified in the matter of punishment of present 
Petitioner. No other point has been raised before thi> 
tribunal. 

14. From the above discussion and submissions 
this tribunal has come to the conclusion that the claim 
petition does not deserve to be allowed. It lias got no 
force. The punishment is quite correct in the present ease. 
The Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No interference 
is required and Petition deserves to be dismissal. Petitioner 
is not entitled for any relief Hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Pham Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 11th 
day of June, 2010. 

YED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses Examined for Witnesses Examined tor 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 
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Documents Marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 


19-8-97, has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal 


Documents Marked for the Respondent 
NIL 


28 ftldHL 2010 
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[n V&- 26012/22/97-^TTf^TR (TJR)] 
^Rel «m3?s 

New Delhi, die 28th September, 2010 

S.O. 2684.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 245/97) 
ofthe Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure m the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Bhilai Steel Plant Mahamaya Mines Durg 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on28-9-2(110. 

[ No. L-26012/22/97-IR(M] 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL CXttTRNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRI BUNA L-C U M-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO.CGIT/LC/R. 245/97 

Presiding Officer: SHRI MOHD. SHAKIR R4SAN 

Sliri Dev Prasad, 

C7o Sahadeb Salm, 

Tabler Set, At & PO Dallirajhara, 

Distt. Durg (MP) ...Workman/Union 

Versus 


Managing Director, 
Bhilai Sled Plant, 
Mahamaya Mines, 
Dallirajhara, 

IOC, Distt. Durg (MP) 


AWARD 


...Mmiagement 


Passed on (his 13th day of September, 2010 


l. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide 1 1s Nolification No. L-26012/22/97-1R (M) dated 


“W hether the action of the management of Khadan 
Shramik Sahkan Samiti, Mahamaya in terminating the 
services of Shn Dev Prasad, w.e.f 25-5-96 is legal and 
justified ? If not whether the workman is justified in claiming 
departmentalization by the management of Bhilai Steel 
Plant, in accordance with the settlement dated 14-11-95 
along with back wages and benefits ?” 

2. The workman Shn Dev Prasad did not appear 
inspite of proper notice. As such the then tribunal proceeded 
the reference exparte against the workman on 1 -8-07. 

3. Tlie non-applicant/management appeared and 
filed written statement in the reference. The case of the 
management short is that it is a dispute between Shn Dev 
Prasad and the employer Khadan Shramik Sahakan Samiti 
Mahamaya and the same is registered under Co-operative 
Society Act. The said Samiti does not come under the 
purview ofthe Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 and therefore, 
the reference is not maintainable. The further case is that 
the management of Bhilai Steel Plant has its own captive 
Iron Ore Mines and both mines are mechanized. The 
transportation of Iron Ore was being done departmentally 
and through contractors. The said Sahakan Samiti was also 
deployed for raising work. It is stated that there was demand 
of the various Unions for departmentalization of the 
employers and a settlement dated 14-11-95 was executed. 
A list of 188 contract workers was submittal by the unions 
and the name of the workman did not find place in the list. 
There fore the workman has no merit for departmentalization 
by the Bhilai Steel Plant. Accordingly the reference be 
answered. 

4. Tlie issue is as to whether the action ofthe 
management of'Khadan Shramik Sahkari Samiti Mahamaya 
in terminating the services of Dev Prasad w.e.f. 25-5-06 is 
legal and justified ? If not whether the workman is justified 
in claiming departmentalization by the management of 
Bhilai Steel Plant in accordance with the settlement dated 
14-11 -95 alongwith back wages 7 

5. Tlie first point raised by the management is that 
the reference is not maintainable as the dispute is with 
Kluiau Shramik Sahkan Samiti, Mahamaya. It is staled the 
provision of 1. D. Act. is not applicable, in the instant case, 
Khadan Shramik Sahkan Shramik Samiti is not a party. The 
reference is against the Bhilai Sled Plant which is admittedly 
an Industry. There is 110 denial that the I D. Act is not 
applicable against the Bhilai Steel Plant. The rulings cited 
in the written statement are not filed and therefore it is 
difficult to say that it is applicable against the Shramik 
Samiti. However the reference is maintainable as it is against 
Bhilai Steel Plant. 
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6. The management has examined one witness in 
the case he has stated that the contractual labours were 
departmentalised on the basis of the settlement dated 
14-11-95. The copy of the settlement is filed which is marked 
as Exhibit M/1. The said settlement shows that the Unions 
had agreed with the management with terms and conditions 
for departmentalization. The list of contractual labours were 
furnished by the unions. The lists are filed which is marked 
as Exhibit M/2. The said list shows that the name of this 
workman does not appear in the lists. The settlement shows 
that some contractual employees were left out for 
departmentalization and it was agreed that they would re- 
organise them in such groups so as to ensure that financial 
viability of their employer is not disturbed. There is no 
evidence on the record to show that this workman was in 
the said contractual employee who had been left out. The 
evidence adduced by the management is unrebutted. There 
is no reason to disbelieve the evidence of the management. 
Accordingly I find that there is no case of the workman. 
The reference is, thus, answered. 

7. In the result, the award is passed without any 
order to costs. 

8 . Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules, 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
^ 28 2010 

43T.3TT. 2685.-silfwi, 1947 { 1947 

44 14) 4>t 17 47 yjfK'JI 4>-s0q 'HKflk 

mHTHH UlfaWl fefft^ 37 W4W3 ^ 3^ 

744-,' 4>4=hKl 4) 4Vq, 3F[44 4' p-fPW 3iltiif'l=6 fqqiq l}’ 

3TT47R 3rf*147W?R 1 ^ TO 

7R53T 31/2004 ) 44 y+lHfliT i, 44 7R47I7 

471 28-9-2010 44 4T4T 1|3TT *3TI 

[73. 4yT- 11012/4/2004-33^347 (4??)] 
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New Delhi, the 28th September, 2010 

S.O. 2685.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 31/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court, New Delhi-1 as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between theemployers in relation to the 
management of Air Port Authority of India Ltd. and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 28-9-2010. 

[No. L-l 1012/4/2004-1R(M)] 
KAMALBAKHRU, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R. K YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
NO. LKARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI. 

I. D. No. 31/2004 

Shri Bijendara Singh-11, Driver, 

H. No. 394, Village Jherera Dairy Area, 

Delhi Cantt., Delhi 

...Workman 

Versus 

The General Manager (Cargo), 

Airport Authority of India Ltd., 

1GI Airport Cargo Terminal, 

New Delhi. 

...Management 

AWARD 

A forklift dnverw as engaged by M/s, Sea Hawk Cargo 
Private Limit od on 17-1 -92 to perform job ofhandling import/ 
export cargo, awarded to it by the Airport Authority of 
India (hereinafter referred to as the Authority). Contract of 
M/s. Sea Hawk Cargo Careers Pnvate Limited came to an 
end in 1995 and M/s. Associated Aviation Pvt. Limited 
was awarded contract for the job. Though the contractor 
changed, yet the driver engaged by M/s. Sea Hawk Cargo 
Pvt. Limited continued to perform job with the management. 
He worked as forklift drever till 6-1 ()-96. On 3-11 -96 die said 
driver w as arrested, besides others, in a case of theft, 
committed at IGI Airport, New Delhi. His services came to 
an end. on account of his involvement m the said case. On 
11 tli of January, 2002 he was discharged from that case by 
the Criminal Court on technical reasons. He raised a 
disputed before the Conciliation Officer impleading the 
Authority as well as Sea Hawk Cargo Pnvate Limited as 
opponents. Sea Hawk Cargo Careeers Private Limited 
claimed that it lias no nexus w ith the claimant, who used to 
work under control and supervision of the Authority The 
Authority disputed existence of relationship oI employer 
and employee between the parlies. When conciliation 
proceedings failed, the Conciliation Officer submitted his 
failure report to the appropriate Government. On 
consideration of the said failure report, the appropriate 
Government referred the dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication, vide order No. L-l 1012/4/2004-IR(M), New 
Delhi, dated 10-6-2004, with following terms of 
reference:— 

“Whether the action oftheG. M. Cargo, IGI Airport. 
Cargo Terminal in terminalmg/discontinuing the service of 
Slrn Bijendara Singh-II, Driver w.e.f. 3-1 l-l 996 and not to 
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regularize in service w.e.f. 17-1-1992, is just legal and 
valid ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled for and 
what directions are necessary in the matter ?” 

3. Claim statement was filed by Shri Bijender Singh, 
pleading that he joined services of the Authority as 
contract labour in 1992, under contract of employment with 
M/s. Sea Hawk Cargo Carriers Private Limited. He worked 
on as driver at Cargo Terminal, IGl Airport, New' Delhi. 
During 1995 contract of M/s.Sea Hawk Cargo Carriers 
Private Limited came to an end and it w as awarded to M/s 
Associated Aviation Pvt. Ltd. However, he continued to 
work with the Authority. On 3 -11-96 he was implicated in a 
false and fabricated case of theft. His services were illegally 
terminated on that day. He was discharged from that case 
by Additional Chief Metropolitan Magistrate on 11 -1 -2002. 
He was working with the Authority for last more than four 
years and termination of his services is arbitrary, illegal 
and unjustified. Since he worked under direct supervision 
and control of the officers, used to perform his job within 
the premises and was assigned job by officers of the 
authority, there existed relationship of employer and 
employee between him and the Authority. 

4. The claimant projects that he used to work 
against a regular and permanent post and perform job of 
perennial in nature, which job still exists with the Authority. 
Fresh appointment of a driver has been made. The Authority 
has violated the provisions of Contract Labour (Regulation 
Sc Abolition) Act, 1970 (in short the Contract Labour act) 
as it is not registered under section 7 of the said Act and 
the contractor was not having alicense as required by the 
provisions of Section 12 of die Contract Labour Act. 
violations of the provisions of Section 7 and 12 of the 
Contract Labour Act make him a direct employee of the 
authority. He was not given pay equal to permanent 
employees and thus the Audiority has discriminated him 
and violated fundamental rights granted by Article 14 and 
16 of the Constitution. He claims himself to be unemployed 
since the date of termination of his services. He invokes 
jurisdiction of this Tribunal for getting contract entered 
between the Authority and the contractor declared as 
sham/bogus and an award for his reinstatement and 
regularization in services, witli continuity, full back wages 
and all consequential benefits. 

5. Claim was resisted by the Authority pleading 
that it was not espoused by any union registered under 
T rade Union Act, 1926, hence it is not an industrial dispute. 
The appropriate Government had referred the dispute in a 
mechanical manner, without application of its mind. The 
case of the claimant is not covered under any of the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the 
act) hence it is liable to be rqected. The claimant was never 
engaged by the Authority and there existed no relationship 
of employer and employee between the parties. He was 
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engaged by M/s.Sea Hawk Cargo Careeers Private Limited 
, to whom job contract of handiling import/exporl cargo 
was awarded by the Authority. It has been disputed that 
contractors kept unchanging but theclaimnat remained in 
continuous service of the Authority, the Authority used 
to award contract to contractors, who had a valid license 
under the Contract Labout Act. Since the claimant was 
engaged by the contractor, there cannot be any privity of 
contract between the claimant and the Authority. 

6. The Authority projects that no prohibitory 
notification was issued by the appropriate Government 
under Section 10 of the Contract Labour Act. The Authority 
was within its rights to award contract ofhandking import/ 
export cargo to a contractor having a valid lecense, under 
the provisions of Contract Labour Act. It has beeiuiispmed 
that the claimant worked under direct supervision and 
control of die audiority or performed work assigned to him 
by officers of the Authority. It has been disputed 1 hat lie 
was deemed to be an employee of the Authority. The 
Authority has been appointed as custodian of customs to 
do work of Cargo handling and as such that said work 
cannot be called to be its main/core work . It pleads that 
even on abolition of contract labour system, a contract 
employee will not automatically become an employee of 
the principal employer. 

7. The Authority disputes that a contractin' w;h 
introduced by it with a view to deprive the claimant Ins 
valuable rights of job, its security and tree. I an and 
conducive conditions of service. It disputes dial the 
contract entered into between the Authority and the 
contractor was sham/bogus. The Authority complied all 
provisions of Contract Labour Act, while awarding coniract 
to the contractor. It does not lie in the mouth oftheclumianl 
to assert that he became a direct employee of 1 lie Authority 
He has not specified any details of the case m which lie 
was arrested mid name of the court, who discharged him. 
He cannot claim benefits out his own wrong He filed the 
present dispute after a period of 8 years, w ithout explaining 
cause of the delay . He has no right to claim that contract 
awarded by the Authority to the Contractor may be declared 
sham and seek reinstatement as well as regularization m 
services of the Authority with continuity, full back wages 
and consequential benefits. 

8. Out of pleadings, following issues were settled 
by my learned predecessor : 

1. Whether the claim is bad lor non espousal hv a 
trade union or.it is preferred by any individual ? II m) its 
effect ? 

2. Whether this Tribunal has jurisdiction to 
entertain/adjudicatethe reference 7 

3. Whether the claim is bad for non-joinder of 
necesary parties, as mentioned in the written statement 7 
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4. Whether nature of the job is of perennial one as 
provided under section 10 of the contract Labour 
(Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 ? If so its effect ? 

5. As per terms of reference ? 

9. Bijender Singh tendered his affidavit Ex.WWl/ 
A in support of his claim. He was cross examined at length 
on behalf of the management. Shri B. K. Prasad had also 
tendered his affidavit Ex.WW2/A. He was cross examined 
on behalf of the management. Capt. Raj K. Malik tendered 
his affidavit Ex. MW1/A on behalf of the Authority. He 
was cross examined at length on behalf of the claimant. No 
other witness was examined by either of the parties. 

10. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri B. K. 
Prasad, authorised representative, advanced arguments on 
behalf of the claimnat. Shri V. P. Gaur authorised 
representative, raised his submissions on behalf of the 
management. I have given my careful considerations to 
the arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously perused 
the record. My findings on issues involved in the 
controversy are as follows: 

Issues No. 1 and 2 

11. The Authority agitates that the claimant cannot 
raise a claim, without being espoused by a trade union or 
by any substantial number of workmen. Since the claimant 
had raised an individual dispute, this Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to entertain it. To rebut the contention, raised 
by the Authority, the claimant projects that his claim is 
against illegal termination, which is covered under Section 
2-A of the Act. According to the claimant, there was no 
need of espousal of the dispute by a trade union or 
substantial number of the workmen. Despite the aforesaid 
facts, Shri B. K. Prasad swears in his affidavit Ex.WW2/A, 
that Bijender Singh is a member of Janwadi General Kamgar 
Mazdoor Union (Regd.) since 1992. The said union has 
been sponsoring his cause. During the course of his cross 
examination Shri Prasad concedes that no document was 
filed by the union to show that it has espoused the cause 
of Shri Bijender Singh. 

12. The appropriate Government, on being satisfied 
that an industrial dispute exists or is apprehended, may 
refer it to an industrial Tribunal for adjudication, enacts 
clause (d) sub-section (1) of Section 10 of die Act. 
Therefore, the appropriate Government has to satisfy that 
an industrial dispute exists or apprehended between the 
workmen and their employer. Consequently, definition of 
the word “industrial dispute” is to be appreciated. Clause 
(k) of Section 2 of the Act defines the word “industrial 
dispute” in the following manner. 

“(K) industrial dispute means an dispute or 

difference between the employees and employers or 

between employers and workmen or between 


workmen and workmen, which is connected with the 

employment or non employment or the terms of 

employment or employment or with the conditions 

of labour, of any persons”. 

13. The definition of the word ‘industrial dispute'' 
referred above can be divided into lour parts viz. (i) factum 
of dispute, (ii) parties to the dispute, v.iz (a) employers and 
employers (b) employers and employees or (c) workmen 
and workmen, (3) subject matter of the dispute,which 
should be connected with (i) employment or non 
employment, or (ii) terms of employment, or (in) conditions 
of labour of any person, and <iv) it should relate to an 
“industry”, 

14. The definition of the word “industrial dispute” 
is awarded in wide terms and unless it is narrowed by the 
meaning given to the word “workman” it would seem to 
include all “employers” “all employments” and all 
“workmen” whatever nature of the scope of the 
employment may be. Therefore except in the case where 
there can be dispute between the employer and employers 
and workmen and workmen, one of the parties to an 
industrial dispute must be an employee or a class of 
employees. The first point, therefore, to be noted, perhaps 
self evident, is that the phrase “employer and workman”, 
the plural may include sihguier on either side, or any 
permutation of singular, the mesculifte including the 
feminine. In order, therefore, to determine as to whether a 
controversy or difference or a dispute is an “industrial 
dispute” or not it must be determined whether the workman 
concerned or workmen sponsoring his case satisfy the 
conditions of clause (s) of Section 2 of the act. Here in the 
ease, the authority does not dispute that the claimant is a 
workman within the meaning of clause (s) of Section 2 of 
the act. 

15.In Kyas Construction Company (Pvt.) Ltd. [195X 
(2) LLJ 660] Apex Court ruled that an industrial dispute 
need not be a dispute between the employer and his 
workman and that the definition of the expression 
“industrial dispute” is wide enough to cater a dispute raised 
by the employer's workman with regard to non employment 
of others, who may not be employed as workman at the 
relev tint time. The Apex Court in Bombay Union of 
journalist [1961 (II) LLJ 436] has observed that in each 
case in ascertaining whether an individual dispute has 
acquired the character of an industrial dispute, the test is 
whether at the date of reference, the dispute was adopted 
bv the union of the workmen of the employer against whom, 
the dispute is raised by an individual workman or by an 
appreciable number of wote*. hl l^cforejo 

convert an individual dispute into an nuiusfnal dispute, \\ 
has to be established that it has been taken up by the 
union of employees of the establishment ot by an 
appreciable number of the employees ol the establishment. 
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As far as union of the workmen of establishment itself is 
concerned, the problem of espousal by them generally 
presents little difficulty, since such workmen who are 
members of such unions generally have a continuity of 
interest with an individual employee who is one of their 
fellow workman. But difficulty arise when the cause of a 
workman, in a particular establishment is sponsored by a 
union which is not of the workmen of that establishment 
but is one of which membership is peon to workmen of 
their establishment as well as in that industry. In such a 
case a union, which has only microscopic number of the 
workmen as its member, cannot sponsor any dispute arising 
between the workmen and the management. A 
representative character of the union lias to be gathered 
from the strength of the actual number of co-workers 
sponsoring the dispute. The mere fact that a substantial 
number of workmen of the establishment in which the 
concerned workman was employee were also members of 
the union would not constitute sponsorship. It must be 
shown that they were connected together and arrived at 
an understanding by a resolution or by other means and 
collectively submitted the dispute. 

16. The expression “industrial dispute” has been 
construed by the Apex Court to include individual disputes, 
because of the scheme of the act. In Raghu Nath Gopal 
Patvardhan [1957 (l) LLJ 27] the apex Court ruled as to 
what dispute can be called as an industrial dispute. It was 
laid there on that (1) a dispute between the employer and a 
single workman cannot be an industrial dispute (2) it can 
not be per-se be an industrial dispute but may become if it 
is taken up by a trade union or a number of workmen. In 
Dharampal Prem Chand [ 1965 (1) LLJ 668] it was commanded 
by the Apex Court that a dispute raised by a single workman 
cannot become an industrial dispute unless it is supported 
either by his union or in the absence of a union by 
substantial number of workmen. Same law was laid in the 
case of Indian Express Newspaper (Pvt.) Limited [ 1970 (1) 
LLJ 132], However in Western India Match Company [1970 
(II) LLJ 256], the Apex Court referred the precedent in 
Drona Kudu Tea Estate’s case [ 1958 ( 1) LLJ 500] and ruled 
that a dispute relating to “any person becomes a dispute 
where the person in respect of whom it is raised is one in 
whose employment, non employment, terms of employment 
or conditions of labour, the parties, dispute for a direct or 
substantial interest”. 

17 . What a substantial or considerable number of 
workmen would be in a given case, depend on particular 
facts of the case. The fact that an “industrial dispute”, is 
supported by other workmen will have to be established 
either in the form of a resolution of the union of which 
workman may be n ember or of the workmen themselves 
who support the dispute or in any other manna*. From the 
mere fact that a general union, at whose instance an 
“industrial dispute” concerning an individual workman is 
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referred for adjudication, has on it s roll a few of the workmen 
of the establishment as its members, it cannot be inferred 
that the individual dispute has been convened into an 
“industrial dispute”. The Tribunal has therefore, to consider 
thequestion as to how many of the fellow workman actually 
espoused the cause of the concerned workman by 
participating in the particular resolution of the union. In 
the absence Of J such a determination by the Tribunal, it 
cannot be said that the individual dispute acquired the 
character of an industrial dispute and the Tribunal will nol 
acquire jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the dispute. 
Nevertheless, in order to make a dispute an industrial 
dispute, it is not necessary that there should always be a 
resolution of substantial or appreciable number of workmen. 
What is necessary is that there should be some express or 
collective Will of a substantial or an appreciable member of 
the workmen treating the cause of the individual workman 
as their own cause. Law to this effect was laid in P 
Somasimdrameran [ 1970 (1) LLJ 558]. 

18. It is not necessary that the sponsoring union is 
a registered trade union or a recognized trade union Once 
it is shown that a body of substantial number of w orkmen 
either acting through a union or otherwise had sponsored 
the workman’s cause, it is sufficient to convert it into an 
industrial dispute. In Pardeep Lamp works [1970 (1) LLJ 
507] complaints relating to dispute often workmen were 
filed before the conciliation Officer by the individual 
workmen themselves. But their case was subsequently 
taken up by a new union formed by a large number of 
co-workmen, if not a majority of them. Since this union was 
not registered or recognized, the workmen elected five 
representative to prosecute the cases of ten dismissed 
workmen.Thus cases of the dismissed workmen were 
espoused by the new union, yet unregistered an 
unrecognized. The Apex Court held that the fact that these 
disputes were not taken up by a registered or recognized 
union does not mean that they were not“industnal dispute” . 

19. It is not expedient that same union should 
remain incharge of that dispute till its adjudication. The 
dispute may be espoused by the workmen of an 
establishment, through a particular union for making such 
a dispute an “industrial dispute”, while the workman may 
be presented before the Tribunal for the purpose of 
section 36 ot the Act by a member of executive or office 
bearer of altogether another union. The crux of the matter 
is that the dispute should be a dispute between the 
employer and his workmen. It is not necessary that the 
dispute must be espoused or conducted only by a registered 
trade union. Even if a trade union ceases to be registered 
trade union during die continuance of the adjudication 
proceedings that would not affect the maintainability of 
the order of reference. Law to this effect was laid by the 
High Court of Orissa in Gammon India Limited [ 1 974 (II) 
LLJ 34]. For ascertaining as to whether an individual dispute 
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has acquired character of an individual dispute, the test is 
whether on the date of the reference the dispute was taken 
up as supported by the union of the workmen of the 
employer against whom the dispute is raised by the 
individual workman or by an appreciable number of the 
workman. In other words, the validity of the reference of 
an industrial dispute must be judged on the facts as thty 
stood on the date of the reference and not necessarily on 
the date when the cause occurs. Reference can be made to 
a precedent in Western India Match Co. Ltd. [1970 (II) 
LLJ256]. 

20. Industrial law makes it clear that an individual 
dispute could not person be an industrial dispute. For 
acquiring status of an industrial dispute, an individual 
dispute should be taken up by a trade union or a substantial 
number of workmen of the establishment. Reference can 
be made to the Precedent in Raghu Nath Gopal Patvardhan 
[ 1957 (1) LLJ 27] and Shri Ram Tivan (1979 Lab. I.C. 513). 
This decision of law created hardship for an individual 
workman who were discharged, dismissed, retrenched or 
whose services were otherwise terminated when they could 
not find support by a union or any appreciable number of 
workman to espouse their cause . Section 2-A of the Act 
was engrafted by the legislature and it has to be read as an 
extension of the definition of “industrial dispute 1 ' as 
contained in clause (k) of Section 2 of the Act. Provisions 
of Section 2-A of the act do away with the requirement of 
espousal of an individual dispute for converting it into an 
industrial dispute in cases where the dispute arised out of 
(i) discharge (ii) dismissal (iii) retrenchment or (iv) otherwise 
termination of service of an individual workman. By 
uitroducmg the legal fiction that the dispute of an individual 
workman connected with or arising out of his discharge, 
dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of his 
services by his employer will constitute an industrial 
dispute notwithstanding that no other workman nor any 
union of workman, is a party to the dispute, the definition 
of word “industrial dispute" has been enlarged. After 
enactment of Section 2 (a) of the Act. It is not necessary 
that a dispute relating to discharge, dismissal, retrenchment 
or otherwise termination of services of a workman must be 
sponsored by a trade union or a substantial number of 
workmen. In other words, even if it is not sponsored by 
trade union or substantial number of workmen such a 
dispute will be deemed to be an industrial dispute. 
Therefore, such a dispute can either ipso facto be deemed 
to be an industrial dispute on a demand made by the 
workman himself or by espousal of the dispute by a trade 
union or a body of workmen. 

21. Now I would turn to the facts of the present 
controversy to assess as to whether espousal of this 
dispute by a trade union or a number of substantial worker 
was expedient. In his affidavit Ex.WW 1/A Bijender swears 
that his services were terminated w.e.f. 3-11-96, without 


issuing a proper notice, pay in lieu there of and 
retrenchment compensation. Though the facts, so deposed 
by Bijender Singh, are in dispute, yet those facts are to be 
taken on its face value to assess as to what dispute was 
raised by the claimant for adjudication. As detailed above 
the claimant asserts that his services were terminated by 
the Authority on 3-11 -96. Therefore, Bijender Singh raises 
a dispute relating to termination of his services by the 
Authority, which dispute is covered within the meaning of 
section 2-A of the Act. By legal fiction contained in the 
said section, the extended definition of word “industrial 
dispute" engulfs “the preset dispute within its ambit. 
Consequently the dispute raised by Bijender Singh answers 
the criteria of an “industrial dispute" without being 
espoused by a trade union or a substantial number of 
workmen. Even otherwise Shri B.K. Prasad swears in 
affidavit Ex.WW2/A to the effect that Janvadi General 
Kamgar Mazdoor Union (Regd.) sponsors the cause of 
Bijender Singh. Therefore, all these facts are sufficient to 
highlight that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
conciliation Officer, when he entered into the conciliation 
proceedings. Appropriate Government considered the 
failure report submitted by the Conciliation Officer and 
formed a opinion that an industrial dispute existed, which 
dispute was referred by it to this tribunal for adjudication. 
Therefore, the present dispute nowhere requires an espousal 
by the union to acquire a status of an industrial dispute . 
Even otherwise such an espousal has been claimed by 
Janvadi General Kamgar Mazdoor Union (Regd.) whose 
member the calimant was since 1992. Consequently it is 
concluded that an industrial dispute was referred for 
adjudication and this Tribunal has jurisdiction to adjudicate 
the dispute so referred. Consequently issues are answered 
in favour of the claimant against the Authority. 

Issue No. 3. 

22. Bijender Singh swears in his affidavit Ex.WW 1/ 
A that he was engaged by the Authority through the 
contractor, namely M/s. Sea Hawk Carriers Cargo Pvt. Ltd. 
on 17-1-92. He worked as a driver at service road, and 
apron area of the Authority. Work was assigned and 
supervised by duty officers of the Authority namely, 
Shri Prem Kumar Tahim, Basant, H.N. Singh and Pehal. He 
used to work under direct control and supervision of the 
officers of the Authority. His salary was paid through the 
contractor only with a view to deprive him of equal pay to 
that of a permanent employee of his status. The contractors 
acted as an agent of the Authority, through whom he was 
engaged. More than 100 workers worked on permanent 
basis with the Authority. No hue and cry was made to 
dispute that his work was not supervised by Prem Kumar 
Tahim, Basant, H. N. Singh and Pehal. It was also not 
disputed that the claimant worked in and around service 
road and apron area of the Authority. Capt. Raj K. Malik 
projects that the Authority never assigned nor supervised 
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work nor terminated services of the claimant. It has been 
projected that job contract of handling import/export cargo 
was awarded to M/s. Sea Hawk Carriers Cargo Pvt. Limited, 
he concedes in his cross examination that the claimant was 
appointed by M/s. Sea Hawk Carriers Cargo Pvt. Ltd. The 
claimant used to receive directions from officers of the 
authority to carry out his duties. 

23. Out of facts projected by the claimant and Capt. 
Raj K.Malik it emerge over the record that the claimant was 
initially engaged as a lfocklift driver by M/s. Sea Hawk 
Carriers Cargo Pvt. Ltd., to whomjob contract of handling 
import/export cargo was awarded by the Authority. The 
claimant used to drive tractor of the Authority in or around 
service road and apron area. He used to receive directions 
from officers of Authority to carry out his duties. He was 
bemg supervised by Shri Prem Kumar Tahim, Shri Basant, 
Shri H. N. Singh and Pehal, officers of the Authority. They 
used to assign job to the claimant. 

24. Whether the contract labour can maintain a case 
for getting himself declared as an employee of the principal 
employer ? For and answer to this proposition the Tribunal 
had to take note of the law contained in section 10 of the 
Contract Labour Act, which makes provisions for 
prohibition of employment of contract labour. For sake of 
convenience provisions of section 10 of the Contract 
Labour Act are reproduced thus. 

(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in this 
Act, the appropriate Government may, after consultation 
with the Central Board or, as the case may be, a State Board, 
prohibit, by notification in the Official Gazette, employment 
of contract labour in any process, operation or other work 
in any establishment. 

(2) Before issuing any notification under sub¬ 
section (1) in relation to an establishment, the appropriate 
Government shall have regard to the conditions of work 
and benefits provided for the contract labour in that 
establishment and other relevant factors, such as— 

(a) whether the process, operation or other work is 
incidental to, or necessary for the industry, trade 
business, manufacture or occupation that is earned 
on in the establishment; 

(b) whether it is of perennial nature, that is to say, 
it is of sufficient duration having regard to the nature 
of industry, trade business, manufacture or 
occupation carried on in that establishment; 

(c) whether it is done ordinarily through regular 
w orkman in that establishment or an establishment 
similar thereto; 

(d) whether it is sufficient to employ considerable 
number of whom-t ime workmen. 


Explanation - If a question arises whether any process 
or operation or other work is of perennial nature, the 
decision of the appropriate Government thereon shall 
be final. 

25. As emerge out of the provisions of sub-section 
(1) of section 10 of the Contract Labour Act, the appropriate 
Government may, by notification in the official gazette, 
prohibit employment of contract labour in any process, 
operation or other work in any establishment. When 
employment of contract labour is prohibited, by issuance 
of a notification in official gazette by the appropriate 
Government, what would be the status of the contract 
labour employed in the establishment. Such a question 
arose before the Apex Court in the precedent in Steel 
Authority of India Limited [2001 (7) S.C.C.L]. The Apex 
Court ruled therein that there cannot he automatic 
absorption of contract labour by pnncipal employer on 
issuance of notification by the appropriate Government on 
abolition of a contract labour, under sub-section (1) of 
section 10 of tire Contract Labour Act, it would be expedient 
to reproduce the law laid by the Apex Court which is 
extracted thus: 

".the contract labours fall in three classes viz, (1) 

where contract labour is engaged in or in connection 
with the work of an establishment ami employment 
of contract labour is prohibited either because the 
industrial adjudicator/court ordered abolition of 
contract labour or because the appropriate 
Government issued notification under section 10(1) 
of the Contract Labour Act, no automatic absorption 
of contract labour working in the establishment was 
ordered, (2) where contract was found to be a sham 
and nominal, rather a camouflage, in which case the 
contract labour working in the establishment of'the 
principal employer were held, and in fact and in 
reality to be the employees of the principal employer 
himself. Indeed such eases do not relate to the 
abolition of contract labour but present instances 
wherein the court pierce the veil and declare the 
correct position and as a I'act at the stage after 
employment of contract labour stood prohibited, (3) 
wherein discharge of statutory obligation of 
maintaining a canteen in an establishment the 
principal employer availed the services of the 
contractor. The courts have held that the contract 
labour would indeed be employees of the principal 
employer”. 

26. The Court ruled that neither section hi of the 
Contract Labour Act nor miy other provision in that Act, 
whether expressly or by necessary implication, provides 
for automatic absorption of contract labour on issuing a 
notification by the appropriate Government under sub¬ 
section (1) of section 10, prohibiting employment of 
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contract labour, in any process, operation or other work in 
any establishment. Corns equently the principal employer 
cannot be required to order absorption of the contract 
labour working in the establishment concerned . It was 
further ruled therein that in Saraspur Mills case [1974 (3) 
SCC 66], the workman engaged for working in the canteen 
run by the Cooperative Society for the appellant were the 
employees of the appellant mills. In Basti Sugar Mills (AIR 
1964 S.C. 355) a canteen was run in the factory by the 
Co-operative Society and as such the workers working in 
the canteen were held to be employees of the establishment . 
The Apex Court ruled that these cases fall in class (3) 
mentioned above. Judgment in Hussain Bhai (supra) was 
considered by the Apex Court in the said precedent and it 
was ruled therein that the said precedent falls in class (2), 
referred above. The Apex Court concluded that on issuance 
of prohibitive notification under section 10 of the Contract 
Labour Act prohibiting employment of contract labour or 
otherwise in an industrial dispute brought before it by the 
contract labour in regard to conditions of service, the 
Industrial Adjudicator will have to consider the question 
whether the contractor has been interposed either on the 
ground of having undertaken to produce any given result 
for the establishment or for supply of contract labour for 
work of the establishment under a genuine contract or is a 
mere ruse/camouflage to evade compliance of various 
beneficial legislation so as to deprive the workers of the 
benefit there under. If the contract is found to be not 
genuine but a mere camouflage, the so called contract labour 
will have to be treated as employees of the principal 
employer who shall be directed to regularize the services 
of the contract labour in the establishment concerned, 
subject to the conditions as may be specified by it for that 
purpose. 

27. As announced by the Apex Court, on issuance 
of a prohibitive notification, prohibiting employment of 
contract labour, in any industrial dispute brought before it 
by the contract labour in regard to conditions of his service, 
the industrial adjudicator will have to consider the question 
whether the contract has been interposed either on the 
ground of having undertaken to produce any given result 
in the establishment or for supply of the contract labour 
for the work of the establishment under a general contract 
or it is a mere ruse/camouflage to evade compliance of 
beneficial legislation so as to deprive the workers of the 
benefits therein. Thus the Apex Court announced that a 
contract labour can raise a dispute before the industrial 
adjudicator in regard to his conditions of service and in 
case the contract is found to be not genuine but a mere 
camouflage. The so called contract labour will have to be 
treated as employees of the principal employer. The law 
laid by the Apex Court makes it clear that a contract labour 
can maintain an industrial dispute against the principal 
employer, in regard to his service conditions and 


genuineness of the contract, awarded to a contractor. The 
contractor may be a formal party but not a necessary party. 
Therefore, a contract labour can raise an industrial dispute 
against the principal employer for getting the contract 
declared as sham or bogus. Consequently it cannot be 
said that a contract labour cannot maintain an industrial 
dispute against the principal employer, without impleading 
the contractor as a party. The issue is, therefore, answered 
in favour of the claimant and against the Authority. 

Issue No. 4 

28. Bijendcr Singh swears in his affidavit Ex. WW1/ 
A that he used to drive tractor of the Authority in and out 
of service road and apron area. He was doing same kind of 
work as performed by regular employees of the Authority. 
More than 100 workers through the contractor were 
employed on work on permanent basis. He was performing 
duties against regular and permanent post and work 
performed by him was of perennial in nature. The work of 
his post still exists and lfesh appointment was done against 
that post. Rajuappa was the permanent driver of the 
Authority, who was doing the same work which was being 
done by him. 

29. Facts projected by the claimant were not 
disputed on behalf of the Authority. It has emerged that 
the claimant was working on regular basis as a forklift 
driver. He worked with the Authority for a period of four 
years continuously. The work of a driver is of sufficient 
duration. No evidence was highlighted by the Authority 
to show that the work of forklift driver was of a short 
duration and quantum of work available with the Authority 
was on perennial basis, since forklift drivers are needed 
for handling the job of import/export cargo. 

30. Two requirem ents, for d et erm in at i o n w h et h er 
the contract labour should be continued or not, are (1) the 
nature of the work operated upon by contract labour must 
be of perennial nature i.e. to say it must be sufficiently of 
long duration and (2) it must be incidental to or necessary 
for the industry. As projected by the claimant, the Authority 
works for whole of the year handling of the job of import/ 
export cargo. The work performed by the Authority cannot 
be called seasonal. It would be absurd to say that work of 
forklift driver was seasonal or not of sufficient duration. 
The work performed by a forklift driver exists for sufficiently 
long duration and of perennial nature. 

31. It is not a matter of dispute that the claimant 
used to work under supervision and control of Shri Prem 
Kumar Tahim, Shri Basant, H. N. Singh and Shri Pehal, 
officers of die Authority. They used to assig work to the 
claimant. The claimant used to drive tractor in and out of 
service road and apron area, which is part and parcel of the 
business area of the Authority. The tractor, which was 
being driven by the claimant, belongs to the Authority. 
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The Authority used to employ around 100 workers through 
the contractor. It is not a disputed fact that regular drivers 
were employed by the Authority. However, Capt. Raj K. 
Malik projects that those regular drivers were employed 
for different functions. 

32. Capt. Raj K. Malik was re-examined by the 
Authority to prove agreement Ex. MW 1/2. He unfolds that 
Ex. MW 1/2 was entered into between the Authority and 
M/s. Sea Hawk Cargo Carriers Pvt. Limited. When 
Ex. MW 1 12 was perused it came to li ght that it was deemed 
to have been executed on 16-9-63 and to continue in force 
up to 15-9-95, until and unless terminated earlier, after due 
notice to the other party. The contractor was responsible 
for temporary lifting/binning, after counting and checking 
consignment, use of cargo at the assigned location correctly 
and for depalatisation/deeataninsation of and to locate 
cargo within the premises on receipt of intimation from the 
Authority and on finding it rebin the same in correct 
location. The contractor was to deploy adequate number 
(provided in schedule C) of competent handling personnel 
for efficient prompt and compulsory service. The contractor 
was duty bound to engage required term for temporary 
officiating loading of “ready for carriage” export cargo in 
truck doc area and for counting, checking and shifting it to 
the examination area within a reasonable lime. The 
Authority was to pay contractor @ Rs. 149 per metric tonne 
export cargo (including duty bind T.P. Cargo). The 
Authority was to allow the contractor, his agents, 
representative or employees to enter the said premises 
based on possession/conspicuous display of authorised 
entry permit for the purpose of rendering service for the 
Authority. Schedule A appended to Ex.MW 1/2 makes it 
clear that the contractor was to provide loader, loader- 
supervisors, servicemen (for maintenance), equipment 
operator (for tractor, forklift and high mask lifts etc.) and 
assistant servicemen. Therefore, out of Ex.MWl/2 it has 
been brought over the record that equipment operators 
were to be provided by the contractor. No provision is 
there in Ex.MW 1/2 that such equipment operators were to 
work under supervision and control of the officers of the 
Authority. It is not detailed therein that duties were to be 
assigned by officers of the Authority to equipments 
operators. As projected by the clairnanl and admitted by 
Capt. Raj. K. Malik, the claimant worked under control and 
supervision of the officers of the authority. Work was 
assigned to him by the officers of the authority and he 
carried out his duties under their command and control. He 
was responsible to discharge his duties to the satisfaction 
of the officers of the authority. In such a situation it is 
emerging that though the claimant was initially engaged 
by tiie contractor but he performed his duties imdcr control 
and supervision of officers of the authority. Element of 
control of work is found to be in the officers of the authority 
and not with the contractor It was the officers of the 


Authority who used to control the power of deciding the 
things to be done, the way in which it were to be done, the 
means employed in doing it, the time when and the place 
where it were to be done. All these aspects of control were 
there, which are sufficient to conclude that the officers of 
the Authority were exercising control over acts and conduct 
of the claimant. 

33. Whether there was complete control within 
the hands of the Authority over the acts of the claimant? 
For an answer to this proposition it is to be seen whether 
the control is exercised and if yes where is the right of 
control. A distinction is to be drawn between physical 
control and the right to control. Various considerations, 
such as the nature of undertaking, freedom of action, given 
magnitude of the work taken from the employee, contract 
amount to be paid, the manner in which it is to be paid, the 
power of dismissal or circumstance in which the payment 
of reward may be withheld, bear on the solution of the 
question. As brought over the record the claimant was 
paid by the contractor. The amount which was to be paid 
to him was to be decided by the contractor. It has been 
agitated that it was so done to deprive the claimant of his 
legitimate rights, for less wages were paid to him than 
permanent employees of the Authority. On other 
considerations it has come over the record that the authority 
used to decide magnitude of the work, time at which the 
work was to be performed, manner in which the work was 
to be performed, besides its power to decide when service 
contract of the claimant would come to an end. The claimant 
projects that when contract of M/s. Sea Hawk Carriers 
Cargo Pvt. Ltd. came to an end, contract was awarded by 
the Authority to M/s. Associated Aviation Pvt. Ltd., but 
he continued to work with the Authority. This proposition 
was not disputed. No iota of fact was brought over the 
record to suggest that the claimant was employed by 
M/s. Associated Aviation Pvt. Ltd., to work as forklift 
driver and to carry out the contract work awarded to the 
contractor, therefore, it is highlighted by the claimant that 
though the contractor changed yet the Authority retained 
power to decide his term of employment and it was decided 
that he will continue to work as a driver. Those factor bring 
it over the record that not only physical control but nght to 
control were retained by the authority in the matter of 
service contract of the claimant. It is evident that the 
claimant was under the employment of the Authority. The 
contract Ex.MWl/2 was devised only with an idea to deprive 
the claimant of his legitimate rights in the matter of wages, 
as an employee of die authority. The contract Ex. MW 1/2 
cannot be held to be a genuine contract. 

34. When work of driver was for sufficient duration 
with the Authority, the claimant was engaged through the 
contractor. Despite that fact the Authority exercised control 
over him. Resultantly, contract Ex. MW' 1/2 is found to he 
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ruse/camouflage. The claimant is held to be in fact and in 
reality to be an employee of the principal employer (the 
Authority) itself, on piercing the veil. The issue is, therefore, 
answered in favour of the claimant and against the 
management. 

Issue No. 5 

35. BijaiderSinghswearsinhisaffidavitEx. WW1/A 
that hejoined service on 17-1 -92 on the post of a driver. He 
worked continuously for a period of more than 4 years and 
completed 240 days in each calendar year. His services 
were terminated w.e.f. 3 -11 -96 without giving notice or pay 
in lieu thereof and retrenchment compensation. He had 
proved statement of claim filed before the Conciliation 
Officer as Ex. WW1/1, copy of written statement filed by 
the contractor as Ex. W Wl/2 and copy of rejoinder filed by 
him as Ex. WW1/3. During the course of his cross- 
examination, he unfolds that charge-sheet Ex. WW1/8, 
relating to a theft case, was filed against him. He was 
discharged by Ld. ACMM on 11-2-2002, vide his order Ex. 
WW1/9. In his claim statement, he has projected that he 
was implicated in a false case on 3 -11 -96. Facts unfolded in 
Ex. WW1/1 project a situation which portrait a different 
story than one propounded by the claimant. Ex. WW1/1 
was filed by the claimant before the Conciliation Officer. In 
this document, he presents that he continuously worked 
from 17-1 -92 till 6-10-96. he went on to detail that on 3-11 -96, 
he was indicated in a false case of theft. His services were 
terminated on 3-11-96, as he was arrested by police in a 
false case. When dissected, it emerges that he projects a 
claim of continuously serving the Authority from 17-1-96 
till 6-10-96. He further elaborates that on 3-11-96 he was 
implicated and arrested in a false case. He concludes that 
his services were taminated on 3-11 -96. Therefore, sequence 
of events, presented by the claimant in Ex. WW1/1 make it 
clear that the claimant claims to have served continuously 
from 17-1-92 till 6-10-96. Hedoes not project that from 6-10-96 
till 3-11 -96 he performed his duties. He was arrested in a 
theft case on 3-11 -96. Ex. W W1 /8 is the first page of charge- 
sheet filed against the claimant and others. Complete copy 
of charge-sheet was not filed by him. However, out of Ex. 
WW1/8 it emerges that an FIR was lodged by the Authority 
with the police of I. G. I. Airport on 8-10-96, in respect of 
theft committed at its premises. Consequently it is evidence 
that a case was registered by the police bearing FIR No. 
440/96 on 8-10-96 and the claimant was arrested in that 
case on 3-11-96. His silence on fact as to whether duty was 
pafomied by him from 6-10-96 till 3 -11 -96 gives an inference 
that he was absconding, apprehending his arrest in the 
said case. He was arrested by the police on 3-11-96 as 
admitted by the claimant. Claim projected by him that his 
services were terminated on 3-11-96 is not substantiated 
by any document. No termination order has been placed 
over the record. Though the claimant has been held to be 


an employee of the Authority, declaring contract Ex. MW 1/ 
2 as sham/bogus, yet practically on 6-10-96, he was on the 
roll of the contractor. When he absconded front his duties 
and was arrested by the police on 3-11-96, there was no 
occasion for the Authority to terminate his services on 
that date. 

36. Claimant nowhere project that on 3-11-96 
officers ofthe Authority terminated his services by an oral 
order. He does not project a case that the contractor 
terminated his services orally or by a written order. When 
he was arrested by die police on 3-11 -96, in such a situation 
it was not within his competence to reach his duty premises. 
When he was away from the place of his work, there was 
no occasion either for the officers of the Audiority or for 
the contractor to terminate his services on 3-11 -96. Hence 
his contention that his services were terminated on 3-11 -96 
is nothing but litany of lies. 

37. Not even a word has been spoken by the 
claimant in affidavit Ex.WWI/A that he approached the 
management for performing his duties on any day from 
3-11-96 till 11-1-2002. He was facing trial before a criminal 
court in respect of charges of theft in the aforesaid case. 
On 11-1-2002 Additional Chief Metropolitan Magistrate, 
Patiala House Court Complex, Delhi, passed an order of 
discharge. The said order does not speak even a single 
word about the merits of die case. Claimant was discharged 
on technical grounds, relying a precedent handed down 
by the Apex Court in Common Cause [ 1996 (1) SCC 404], 
since for a period of more than 3 years no charge was 
framed against the claimant and the Apex Court had ruled 
that such case should be dropped on that court only. Merit 
ofthe case is not material for this Tribunal. The discharge 
is also not a fact in issue. However it emerges dial when 
claimant was discharged, he was emboldened to raise a 
dispute relating to his reinstatement in the service. 
Thereafter he filed a claim statement Ex. WW1/1 before the 
Conciliation Officer on 29-1 -2003. Prior to filing of that claim 
before the Conciliation Officer, he raised a demand on the 
Authority for giving him a clearance certificate and to 
reinstatement him in service on 21-1 -2003. A letter was also 
posted by him to the Authority in that regard on 10-1 -2003, 
However, prior to January, 2003, he kept mum over the 
issue. Therefore, it is obvious that from 6-10-96 till 
10-1-2003 the claimant went in hibernation. He remained 
oblivious ofthe fact that a duty was cast on him to report 
to his work place. No fact was brought over the record that 
till January, 2003, he ever approached the Authority or the 
contractor seeking an opportunity to perform his duties. 

38. A contract of service comes to an end when a 
workman abandons his job. But “abandonment of service” 
has not been defined by tire Act. Therefore, it would be 
expedient to know what words “abandon” and 
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“abandonment” mean. C irily, a abandon 1 'does 
not mean merely “leaving 11 but “leaving completely and 
finally”. Word “abandonment 11 would indicate that it has a 
connotation of finality, which would mean relinquishment 
or extinguishment of a right, giving up of something 
absolutely, giving up with an intent of never claiming a 
right or interest, to renounce or forsake utterly. In order to 
constitute on “abandonment” there must be a total or 
complete giving up of duties, so an to indicate an intention 
not to resume the same. Abandonment must be total and 
under circumstances which clearly indicate an absolute 
relinquishment. A failure to perform duties pertaining to an 
office must be with an actual or imputed intention on the 
p;ut of the officer to abandon and relinquish the office. 

39. Abandonment is a voluntary positive Act. A 
man must expressly say that he gives up his right. If he 
remains quite, it cannot be said that he is forsaking his title 
to property or his interest therein. An offfice is abandoned 
by ceasing to perform its duties. A temporary absence is 
not, ordinarily sufficient to constitute an abandonment of 
an office. A mere absence of a workman from duty can not 
be treated as an abandonment of service. Abandonment or 
relinquishment of service is always a question of intention 
and normally, such an intention can not be attributed to an 
employee without adequate evidence is that behalf. 
However, the “intention 11 may be inferred from the acts 
and conduct of the parly. The question as to whether the 
lob, in fact has been abandoned or not, is a question of fact 
which is to be determined in the light of the surrounding 
e i re urn stances of each ease. 

40. The claimant performed his duties till 6th of 
October, 96. On 8th of October 96 a ease of theft was 
lodeged against him. He evaded arrest and ultimately was 
arrested on 3-11-96. Till the date of his ;irrest, no leave 
application was moved by the claimant. Even after his arrest, 
he opted not to inform his employer or to move an 
application for leave, fill 10-1-2003, for a period of more 
than six years, the claimant remained absent from his duties. 
Therefore, these facts give an impression that lie voluntarily 
opted not to join his duties for more than six years. These 
f acts are sufficient to conclude that the clainmat deemed to 
have left Ins services and he cannot agitate now that his 
services were terminated by the Authority or the contractor. 
It cannot be said that the services of the claimant were 
lerminatixl/diseonlinued by the Authority w.e.f. 3 ! 1-96. It 
does not amount to retrenchment within clause (oo) of 
Section 2 of the Act. 

41. Question referred by the appropriate 
Government for adjudicat ion, as to whether action of the 
Authority in terminating services of the claimant w.c.l. 
3-11-96 is just, legal and valid, has no relevance in view of 
facts and circumstances detailed above. Since the claimant 
li;id ahsandoiuxl his services w.e.f. 6-10-96, in that situation 


no occasion arises to ascertain justification, legality and 
validity of the proposition as to whether services of the 
claimant were terminated by the Authority on 3-11 -96. in 
view of these facts it is concluded that it w as the claimant 
who is deemed to have abandoned his services 
w.e.f. 6-10-96. 

42. When claimant himself has abandoned his 
services, no directions are to be issued to the Authority m 
relation to his reinstatement in service, however, the 
claimant was ordered to be deemed in the employment of 
the Authority from 17-1 -92 till 6th of October, 96, he would 
be entitled to all benefits for that period. 

43. Capt. Raj. K. Malik swears in his affidavit that 
the management of the Authority was transferred to 
M/s. Delhi International Airport Pvt. Ltd. w.e.f. 3-5-06, on 
the strength of Ex. WW1/1. This Tact is not in tlispule. 
Industrial law recognizes that rights and obligation of old 
concern remain in existence and capable of being in force 
against the new management and are not affected by 
substitution of new management for the old. Reference 
can be made to Kays Constructions Company (Pvt. Ltd.) 
(supra). When there is a transfer of business from one 
management to another, the rights and obligation existing 
between the old management and their workers continue 
to exist vis a vis the new management after the dale of 
transfer, provided, however, there is continuity of service 
and identity of business. In other words , transfer of 
business ipso facto does not terminate service of a workman 
employed in such business and the new management i> 
bound to continue him with same emoluments and with 
continuity of service . This principle of industrial law finds 
recognition in a statutory of service. This principle of 
industrial law finds recognition in a slalutorv provision, 
enacted by clause (e) of sub section (3) of Section 18 of the 
of the Act. Reference can he made to the precedent in 
Annakapulla Cooperative Agricultural and Industrial 
Society [1962 (II) LLJ 621] wherein the Apex Court laid 
down relevant factors to be taken into account for 
determining the question as to whether a predecessor of 
an industrial concern can be held to be successor in interest 
of the vendor. 

44. Herein the ease there is no dispute that 
M/s. Delhi International Airport Pvt. Ltd. is the successor 
in interest of the authority. Therefore, obligations in respect 
of the caiimant being an employee of the authority f rom 
17-1-92 till 6-10-96 would be discharged by the successor 
in interest of the Authority. With these missives an award 
is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dated: 20-8-2010 


Dr. R. K.YADAY, Presiding Officer 
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[R. ^-27012/4/2003-3^3^(^0] 

*>Hel '1K9^, arftRJRt 

New Delhi, the 28th September, 2010 

S.O. 2686. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.7 /2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Bhubaneswar-2 as shown m the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Joda West Manganese Mines of 
M/s. TISCO Keonjhar and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 28-9-2010. 

[No. L-27012/4/2003-IR (M)] 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT,BHUBANESWAR 

Present: 

Shri J. Srivastava, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.- cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 

Industrial DisputeCase No. 7/2004 

Date of Passing Order-16th August, 2010 

Between: 

The Management of Sr. Divisional, 

Manager (Mines) Joda West Manganese, 

Mines of M/s. TISCO, Keonjhar, 

....1st Party-Management 

And 

Their Workmen Shn Biswamitra Gope, 

Qrs. No. 2R/194, New Colony Joda, West Mn. 

Mines of TISCO, At/PO. Joda, Distt Keonjhar, 

...2nd Party-Union 

APPEARANCES 

Shri P. K. Mohanty .... For the 1st Party 
Advocate Management 


None ...For the 2nd Party- 

Workman. 

ORDER 

Case is taken up today. Advocate for the 1st Party— 
Management is present. None is present for the 2nd 
Party—Workman. 

Learned counsel for the 1st Party—Management 
states that the 2nd Party—workman had died some time in 
the year 2008. He had also moved a memo on 19-1-2009 
regarding death of the 2nd Party workman two months 
back. Advocate for the 2nd Party workman on the last four 
dates was directed to take steps but no steps for 
substitution have been taken till today. The dispute has 
been referred for adjudication with regard to the legality 
and justification of termination of services of the 2nd Party 
workman. With the death of the 2nd Party workman and 
failure to take steps within a period of one year and nine 
months this reference stands abated as no cause of action 
survives. As such reference is liable to be returned to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour as unanswered 
and is returned accordingly to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour for taking necessary action at their 
end. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

J. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer 
28 facial, 2010 

Stf.arr. 2687 .— 3 fl«ifii+, feK stfaPm, 1947 (1947 

14) Tt t/RT 17 31 j 4 RU| if, ^Td'4-41 

3ft tp. *ff. R). <F 

4’ RRvi 3?teitf i i<+> 4 oA-sOai 3ftolPi<+) 
m ^ W 22/2002) Tt 

^ 37) 28-9-2010 37) 3T<T 

pn «m 

[ U TJjTT-30011 /72/2001 - 3^3TR( Trq) ] 

'fcHel ^37 3rf%WRt 

New Delhi, the 28th September, 2010 

S.O. 2687.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.22/2(H)2) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cunt-Labour 
Court, 2, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of (1) Bombay Intelligence Secuirty (I) 
Ltd. (2) ONGC Ltd. and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 28-9-2010. 

[No. L-3001 ]/72/2001-IR(M)] 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. C GIT-2/22 of 2002 
Employers in relation to the Management of 

(1) Bombay Intelligence Secuirty (I) Ltd. 

The Managing Director, 

Bombay Intelligence Secuirty (I) Ltd., 

101, Swamilila Shah Co-op. Hsg. Society Ltd, 

Garden Lane, Beh. Shreya Cinema, 

Ghatkopar, Mumbai 400 086. 

(2) Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 

The Executive Director (MRBC), 

Vasudara Bhavan, Bandra (E), 

Mumbai 400 051. ... FIRST PARTY 

V/s. 

Their Workmen 

The Secretary, Transport & Dock 
Works Union, 

P. D. Mellow Bhavan, Camac Bunder, 

Mumbai 400 038. ....SECOND PARTY 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Employer (1): Mr. A. K. Jahsatgi, Advocate 

(2): Mr. G. D. Talreja, Representative 

For the Workmen : Mr. A. M. Koyande,Advocate 

Date of reserving the Award: 19-7-2010 
Date of Passing the Award : 3-8-2010 

AWARD- PART 1 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings are as under: 

1 . The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-30011/72/200 MR (M) dated 9th October 
2001 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referral the following 
disputes to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of the Management of Bombay 
Intelligence Services (I) Ltd., in removing Sh. Jagdish 
R. Gupta, Ex-Security Guard from the employment 
w.e.f. 22-9-2000 is legal and justified ? If not, what 
relief the workman concerned is entitled to?*’ 


2. Statement is filed by the Secretary of the Union 
i.e. Secretary of the Transport & Dock Workers’ Union at 
Exhibit 8 stating and contending that, it is a registered 
Trade Union registered under Indian Trade Union Act, 
1926, having its office at P.D’Mellow Bhavan, P D'Mellow 
Road, Camac Bunder, Mumbai 400 038. It is stated by the 
2nd Party Union that M/s. Bombay Intelligence 
Security (India) Ltd. 1st party (1), is having its office at 
9/A3 Swamilila Shah Co-op. Housing Society Ltd. Garden 
Lane, Behind Shreyas Cinema. Ghatkopar, Mumbai 400 086 
is a Contractor of the 1 st Party (2) who is providing Security 
Guards to work in the various establishments of the 
ONGC at various places in the State of Maharashtra. It is 
contended by the 2nd Party Union that the said ONGC, 1st 
Party (2) is a Corporate Body controlled by the Government 
of India, through the Ministry of Petroleum having its 
Regional Office at Vasudhara Bhavan, Bandra (East), 
Mumbai. 

3. According to Union Jagdish K. Gupta was 
appointed by the said Employer before 15 years as 
Security Guard and he worked continuously in the 
establishment of the 1st Party (2) at Arcadia, Nariman Point, 
Mumbai. According to 2nd Party Union, it served strike 
notice and Charter of Demands regarding revision ol 
wages of the contract workers working in the establishment 
of ONGC at various places in the State of Maharashtra 
According to Union, said strike notice and Charter ol 
Demands was admitted on Conciliation Proceedings ant 
conciliation proceedings started. It is stated that, as sail 
Gupta is the representative of the, Union the officers of tin 
ONGC i.e. 1st Party (2) and the Employer jointly decided U 
penalize Gupta and to create panic in the mind of th 
workers. According to Union, said Gupta was transferra 
from Arcadia to Bengal Chemicals. According to Unio: 
said Gupta joined his duties at Bengal Chemicals but aftc 
few days, he w<is again transferred from Bengal Chemic; 
to the establishment of ONGC at Mallet Bunder witlioi 
any reason. According to Union, there is no provision It 
transfer of such employees. It is case of the Union that, th 
transfer by both the employers is illegal and is i 
contravention of the provisions under Section 33 of tl 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. According to Union, sue 
tranlers are made just to harass the workers. According ‘ 
Union, Gupta was served with the Show Cause notice date 
20 -10-2000 which he replied categorically vide his lett 
dated 3-11-2000. It is stated by the Union that, again Unit 
wrote to the Executive Director of ONGC vide letter clati 
6 -11-2000 and brought the contents of the said notice 
his knowledge in which factual position was summan/ 
and requested that the officers of the ONGC to look in 
the welfare of the workers and did not harass the contn 
workers and transfer them. It is case of the Union th 
both the Employers harass the workers. It is its case th 
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employers should not transfer their workers without any 
reason or without any provisions. So the Union, pray that, 
the concerned workman Gupta who was not allowed to 
report on duty with effect from 22-9-2000 be treated as 
termination and it pray that, the said be quash and set 
aside with directions to 1 st Party to reinstate him with benefit 
of full back wages and continuity of service. 

4. This is disputed by the 1st party (1) by filing 
Written Statement at Exhibit 10 stating and contending 
that, Reference is not maintainable in law as well as on 
facts and as such it deserves to be dismissed. It is 
contended by the 1st party (1) that, there is no industrial 
dispute in existence between the parties within the meaning 
of Section 2 (k) or Section 2A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. It is case of the 1 st Party (1) that, Enployer has 
not terminated the services of the concerned workman 
Mr. Gupta. It is case of the 1st Party (1) that, the concerned 
workman Gupta was redeployed by the Employer from one 
place to another. It is case of the 1st party (1) that, since the 
concerned workman did not report at the place where he 
was re-deployed, question of terminating him does not 
arise since has not reported on duty. It is case of the 1st 
party (1) that, he has been deployed by M/s. Bombay 
Intelligence Services (1) Ltd. It is stated by the 1st party 
(1) that, there is no relationship that of /employer’ - 
‘employee’ between the concerned workman and ONGC 
Ltd. i.e. lstParty(2). Itiscaseofthe 1st party (1) that, even 
no relief is sought by the Union against 1st Party (2) nor 
there is any averment in the Claims Statement that, he is 
employee of the ONGC, 1st Party (2). According to 1st 
Party (1) dispute raised by the Union regarding trams fer 
policy is illegal. It is case of the 1st party (1) that, though 
Union challenge it but it is not challenged in the complaint. 
It is cas e of the 1 st party (1) that, there is no demand on the 
part of the Union or workman that the alleged termination 
should be set aside and that, the concerned workman 
should be reinstated. It is case of the 1st Party (1) that 
lowever, in the subject matter of the Reference Schedule 
)f the Order is in respect of the alleged removal of the 
concerned workman from the services. It is case of the 1st 
tarty (1) that, in the absence of any such demand or 
omplaint of the Union or by the concerned workman 
egarding alleged termination. Reference does not survive 
nd it is not legal and tenable. It is denied that, he is 
•urposely transferred from one place to another. It is denied 
lat the employee cannot be transferred as stated by the 
Jnion. It is case of the 1 st Party (1) that, since the workman 
efused to report at transferred place, question does not 
rise to reinstate him. Even it is case of the 1 st Party (1) that 
le workman is still at liberty to report for work subject to 
le rights of the Employer to take disciplinary action against 
im as he remained unauthorisedly absent. It is case of the 
st party (1) that, since he was not terminated the question 


of reinstating him and considering prayer of back wages 
does not arise. So it is prayed that the prayer prayed by 
the Union for the concerned workman be rejected. 

5. Amended Claims Statement is filed by the 2nd 
Party at Exhibit 13. Amended Written Statement is filed by 
1st party ( I) at Exhibit' 15 stating that, amendment carnal 
out is imaginary and does not have ;my force to consider 
it. 

6. 1st Party (2) filed Written statement at Exhibit 3 1 
stating and contending that, the Reference is noi 
maintainable against it. It is statexl that, it is not Employer 
of the concerned workman. It is stated that, there is no 
relationship of master and servant between the 1st Party 
(2) and the concerned workman. It is case of the 1st party 
(2) that, since there is no relief is sought against it, its name 
be deleted from the Reference. It is case of the 1 st party (2 J 
that, since the concerned workman is contract employee 
and relief is sought against Contractor, question does not 
arise to consider the ONGC as a parly in the proceedings. 
So it is prayed that the 1st Parly (2) be deleted from the 
Reference. 

7. Even by application at Exhibit 32 I st Party (2) prayed 
for deletion of its name and disposal of the Reference against 
it which is replied by the 2nd Party by filing reply at Exhibit 
34 stating that, since 1st party (2) is the original Employer 
for concerned workman and 1st Party (1) is supplying 
security: services of the concerned workman cannot be 
deleted from the Reference. 


8. In view of the above pleadings Issues were framed 
at Exhibit 25. Out of those Issues Nos. 1 and 2 are treated 
as preliminary Issues which I answer as follows; 


Issues 

1. Is ref erence s uITenng 
from mis-joinder of 
parties 

2. Whether Ref erence is 
maintainable 


Findings 

Yes 


Reference is maintainable, 
against 1st Party (1) and 
not maintainable against 
1st Parly. 


REASONS : 


ISSUES NOS, 1&2: 

9. It is case of the Union that, the concerned work¬ 
man Gupta worked with the 1st Party (2) on behalf of 1st 
Party (1). According to union, 1st Party (1) is providing 
Security services to 1st party (2). According to Union said 
workman is transferred from one place to another without 
any provision. There is no power with the 1st party to 
transfer the employees from one place to another. Dispute 
was raised by the Union with Conciliation Officer at that 
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point of time it was admitted. Case of the Union is that, 
when concerned workman went to report on duty he was 
not permitted to report on duty w.e.f. 22-9-2000 which is 
nothing but illegal termination. Whereas case of the 1st 
party (2) is that Reference is not maintainable against it i.e. 
against ONGC1 st party (2). It is their case that Reference is 
bad for joinder of the 1st Party (2). It is its case that, 
1st Party (2) is made party without reason. 

10. Heard both on this point. However, it is to be 
noted that, no oral evidence is led by either side. 

11. Pemsed the documents and evidence submitted 
by both the parties with list of citations at Exhibit 36. Those 
documents are in the Xerox form, more precisely copies 
of letters. Besides those documents refer to MoU which 
took place between 1st Party and 1st Party (2). Besides 
documents are produced at Exhibit 33 showing the names 
of the employees working with ONGC through 1st Party. 

12. ONGC is made party in the Reference but 
admittedly no relief is sought or prayed against it. If we 
peruse the Claims Statement and reliefs sought we find 
that relief of reinstatement is claimed by the Union against 
1st Party (1). Admittedly 1st Party is supplying security 
services to 1st Party (2) and admittedly there is no direct 
relationship of the ‘employer’—employee between the 
concerned employee and the 1st Party (2) i.e. ONGC. Even 
it is not case of the Union that, ONGC is direct employer of 
the concerned workman and the concerned workman is 
direct employee of the ONGC and no relief was sought 
against 1st Party (2). When there were no such relations, in 
my considered view, this Reference does not servive 
against ONGC i.e. 1st party (2). 

13. Besides ONGC, 1st Party (2) is made party and 
when no relief is sought against it, definitely making 
ONGC as a party affects on the reference as it is unwanted 
party as ONGC is unwanted party. When ONGC i.e. 
1st Party (2) is unwanted party and when no relief is sought 
against it, in my considered view, the Reference is not 
maintainable against it i.e. 1st Party (2). So 1 conclude that. 
Reference is maintainable against 1 st Party (1) only but not 
against 1st Party (2). Hence, the order: 



ORDER 

(a) 

Reference is maintainable against 1st Party (1) 
and not maintainable aga.inst 1st Party (2) i.e. 
O.N.G.C.; 

(b) 

Union and 1st Party (1) to attend further 
hearing on the date given ; 

(c) 

no order as to its costs. 

Mumbai, 



3rd August, 2010 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 28th September, 2010 

S.O. 2688. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 128/2( )01) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribunaJ-eum-Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Madras Refineries Ltd., and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 28-9-2010 

[No. L-30011/3/99-IR (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-C UM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Monday, the 30th August, 2010 
Present: A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 128/2001 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Madras Refineries Ltd. and their 
Workmen) 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary, : 1 st Party/Petitioner Union 
Madras Refineries 
Workers Union, 

MRL Campus, Manali 
Chennai -600008 

Vs. 

1. Madras Refineries Ltd. 2nd Party/1st Respondent 
Indco Serve Society Ltd., 

Rep. by its Director 
(Operations), Manali, 

Chennai - 600068 

2. The Management of 2st Party/2nd Respondent 
Madras Refineries Ltd./ 

Chennai Petroleum 
CorporationLtd., 
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Rep. by its Chainnan and 
Managing Director, 

MRL Campus, Manali 
Chennai - 600068 

APPEARANCE 

For the 1st Paity/ Petitioner : M/s Ramapriya 

Gopalakrishnan 
Advocate 

: Sri S. Jayaraman & 

: H. Balaji Advocate 
: M/s. S. Rarnasubraimam & 
Associates 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No. L-30011/3/99-IR (M) dated 28-5-1999 refared 
the following Industrial Disputes to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the demand of Madras Refineries Workos 

Union for absorption of workmen listed in 

Annexure A as regular employees of Madras 

Refineries Ltd., is justified? If so,to what relief the 

workmen is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dsipute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as I.D. 128/2001 and issued notices to 
both sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
Advocates and filed their Claim, and Counter Statement 
respectively. 

3. Subsequently as per order of the High Court of 
Madras in Writ Petition No. 15653/2001 the ID was ordered 
to be amended directing to implead the Madras Refineries 
Ltd., now known as Chennai Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 
as 2nd Party/2nd Respondent and accordingly the main ID 
was amended. Thereafter, Amended Claim Statement in 
lieu of the initial Claim Statement, Counter Statement of 
2nd Opposite Party, Additional Counter Statement of 1st 
Respondent and Additional Counter Statement of 2nd 
Responedent were filed. 

4. The averments in the Amended Claim Statement 
bereft of unnecessary details are as follows : 

The Petitioner Union represents the interests of 
about 380 workers of Madras Refineries Ltd. (now renamed 
as Chennai Petroleum Corporation Ltd.) who are members 
of the MRL Industrial Cooperative Society Ltd. of which 
details of the workers have been annexed. All the workers 
had joined the service of Madras Refineries Ltd. between 
19X3 and 1986 and have been continuously in service. Some 
of them had joined service as Contract Labourers in 1983. 
In 1983, MRL Industrial Cooperative Society Ltd. was 
created by the then Chairman -cum-Managing Director of 
MRL viz. Sri V. R. Dcenadayalu with a view to abolish the 
Contract Labour System in MRL. One of the avowed 
objective of the Society as disclosed from its byelaws is 


the improvement of the economic conditions of the workers. 
When the Society was formed it appeared lucrative to be a 
member of the Society since the members were paid wages 
at Rs. 12 per day against Rs. 8 till then paid by the 
contractors. Therewas Canteen facility extended as well to 
the members of die Society which was not available to the 
contract workmen. The contract workmen also opted to 
become members of the Society in a phased manner. That 
apart certain Telephone Operators and Petroleum Bunks 
Workers of MRL directly engaged by the Management 
were also made woikers of the Society. After 1986 Society 
closed its membership; The key posts in the Society were 
held by Senior MamagaiaiPersonnel of Madras Refineries 
Ltd. The President df the Society is Director (Operations) 
and Vice-President is the Genera! Manager (Personnel and 
Administration). Six out of Eleven Directors are 
representatives of the MRL Management and only Five 
Directors are from worker members of the Society. Society 
Office is situated within the MRL campus. The workers 
purportedly engaged through the Society are direct workers 
of Madras Refineries Ltd. The points in support of the fact 
are that Management of Madras Refineries Ltd. has 
administrative supervisory and disciplinary control over 
the worker members of the Society. Each day they report 
for work after punching their cards to the Shift In-charge of 
the concerned department who himself assign work to them. 

Shift In-charge supervises their work. Leave letters are 
submitted to the Shift In-charge. Wages are remitted by 
the Management of Madras Refineries Ltd. into their bank 
accounts and pay-slips are issued by them. Management 
exercises disciplinary control over them, issuing Charge 
Memos, Conducting Disciplinary Proceedings and 
Imposing Punishment as in the case of direct workers. 
Management issues Amiforms and footwear, affords canteen 
facilities purportedly done through the Society. Working 
hours are same as of the direct workers. In addition Society 
Workers work for half a day on Saturdays unlike direct 
woikers. Even on Sundays the Society workers are assigned 
work. They are engagedas Electricians, Fitters, Machinists, 
Plumbers, Carpenters*: Drivers, Welders, Automobile 
Workers and for tforkof filling of Asphalt Drums, for 
loading and unloading of products, house-keeping, 
gardening, repairing and maintenance of MRL vehicles, 
etc. which are work of permanent and pereninal nature 
integral to the manufacturing process of MRL. They have 
been engaged contfifttously for over last 15 years as such 
which is indicati ve that they are required to he engaged on 
a regular hasis.Engagement **f contract labour for work 
integral to the manufacturing process of industry and 
work of permanent and perennial nature is not permissible 
under the Contract labour (Abolition and Regulation Act), 

1970. The Society is nothing but a paper device created by 
the Management ofMRLtaavnid direct employers liability 
in respect of the wtakersnih the annexure in order to 
circumvent the beneficial labourwelfare legislations. Lifting 
the veil of the Society will clearly reveal so. It is to deprive 


For the 2nd Party/ 
1st Management 
2nd Party/2nd 
Management 
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the said workers the appropriate wages and their rights 
under various labour welfare legislations. On lilting the 
veil the Indco-Serve Woikers are entitled to absorption in 
the regular service of MRL w.e.f. the date of their initial 
engagement by the Management of MRL. MRL has been 
using the Society as an effective device to deprive the said 
woikers of their lawful rights Prior to 1995, the Indco- 
Serve Workers were paid consolidated wages and in 1995 
they were brought on time-scale of pay. For certian jobs 
direct woikers and Indco-Serve Workers are engaged 
whereas for certain other kinds of jobs Indco-Serve Workers 
are exclusively engaged e.g. Asphalt filling and loading, 
Wax filling and loading Electricians are jobs for which 
both set of workers are engaged where.both of them do the 
same woik. In accordance with the principles of equal pay 
for equal work the Indco-Serve Workers are entitled to the 
same wages as of permanent direct workers. But for the 
same kind of job the wages paid to Indco-Serve Woikers 
are much lower. The wages of direct woikers are 3 to 4 
times higher. While an Indco-Serve Electrician draws basic 
pay of Rs. 1,100 per month, a direct electrician is paid at 
about Rs. 2,500 per month. Retirement age of Indco-Serve 
Worker is 58 years against 60 years in the case of direct 
workers. No Shift Allowance is given to Indco-Serve 
Workers m contra distinction to direct workers. While 
Indco-Serve Workers get only one weekly off on Sunday, 
direct workers get on every Saturday and Sunday. Indco- 
Serve Workers get only 22 days Earned Leave in an year 
against 48 days for the direct workers. While Indco-Serve 
Workers have only the benefit of treatment in ESI 
Hospitals, direct woikers are afforded additional benefit 
of treatment in Private Hospitals with better facilities. While 
direct workers avail commuting the same is not provided to 
Indco-Serve Workers. While direct workers are having 
various loan facilities and housing loan up to Rs. 6.00 lakhs, 
the same is not therefor Indco-Serve Workers. The Madras 
Refineries Workers Union was formed and registered in 
1989. All the Indco-Serve Workers are members of it. Union 
elections have been held in the premises of MRL and 
infrastructure for the same and Police Bandobast are 
arranged by the MRL. Due to persisted demand of the 
Union 250 members of the Union have been made regular 
workers of MRL between 1993 and 1994. No principle of 
seniority was followed. With absorption of junior woikers 
senior Indco-Serve Workers continue as such. Between 
1983 and 1986,136 Indco-Serve Woftcerswure absorbed. In 
1990 it was assured that \ 85 indco-Serve Workers would 
be absorbed with 3 months and the other workmen 
thereafter in a phased manner. The assurance was not kept 
up. Representations of the Union were in vain. Hence the 
ID is raised. Action in not regularizing the Indco-Serve 
Workers is discriminatory and violative of Article 14 and 
16 of Constitution of Indte: It is a model employer. It 
amounts to unfair labour practice The workers are entitled 
to be unconditionally absorbed with effect from their initial 
engagement. After having utilized their services for over 


last 15 years it cannot be pleaded that they are over aged, 
not qualified for the posts, not medically fit, etc. It cannot 
also be pleaded that Management does not presently have 
manpower requirement in order to absorb them since their 
continuous employment for over 15 years is sufficient 
testimony of the necessity of their services on a regular 
basis. Hence the claim for absorption of the 380 workers 
under the MRL. 

5. The averments in the Counter Statement of the 
Respondent briefly reads as follows: 

The claim petition is wholly misconceived and is not 
maintainable Madras Refineries Ltd. now CPCL engaged 
Contractors who employed workmen from the 
neighbourhood. The contract workmen formed a Society 
among themselves with themselves as members to avoid 
exploitation in which CPCL involved itself in the formation 
for their benefit. Society was formed in 1983 and was 
registered undo-the Tamilnadu Cooperative Societies Act, 
1961. Byelaws were formulated. Similar other workmen under 
Contractors also applied for membership and became 
members to whom Share Certificate were issued. Criterion 
for membership was a minimum of 3 years service under 
one of the Contractors who worked inside the CPCL and 
completion of 1 year as a non-member. Membership of 126 
in the beginning in 1983 roseto 746 in 1987 and 1988. Now 
there are 13 Directors on the Board of the Society in which 
7 Directors are elected by the members of the Society' ;ind 
6 are nominated representing CPCL. Society themselves 
got registered with the Office of the PF Commi ssioner and 
Employees State Insurance Corporation with allotment of 
separate Code Numbers for the welfare of the members. 
For supply of labour under Contract Labour (Regulation 
and Abolition) Act, the Society was a Contractor under a 
license renewed from time to time. Initially the workers were 
paid consolidated salary. On 30-8-1996, a 12 (3) settlement 
was signed between the Society and Petitioner Union 
effective from 16-6-1995 for a period of 5 years in order to 
give more benefits and facilities to the workers. The said 
settlement is in vogue. For regulating employment and 
other service conditions Standing Orders were formulated 
and approved by the District Industries Centre, Government 
of Tamil Nadu. The Society supervises work of the 
employees through it Supervisors. Control over the 
employees vested only with the Society. Members are also 
given canteen facilities with an electronic attendance 
system. Society made profit of Rs. 1.77 lakhs and R.s .3.84 
lakhs in the year 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 respectively. 
The Society was adjudged as the best cooperative society 
by the Government of Tamil Nadu from 1985-1994 and 
1996. Society members have been given bonus since 1985- 
1986 and last year @ 17%. The Society is factually and 
legally a separate entity. It is baseless to claim that Society 
is only a device of CPCL. The workers are members and 
workmen under the Society. The objective of the Society 
was the improvement of the economic conditions of the 
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workers. It is incorrect that certain other Telephone 
Operators and CPCL Petrol Bunk Workers directly engaged 
by MRL were also made lndco-Serve Workers. Only 
workmen of erstwhile Contractors were made members of 
the Society. Nomination to the 6 Directors as 
representatives of CPCL done by it is to provide 
administrative support to the Society as majority of the 
members is not equipped to administer the day today affairs 
of the Society. The provision of premises for the Society 
within the campus is only by way of convenience. Society 
deploys workmen to different places on the requirement of 
CPCL from time to time. For administrative convenience 
workers are asked to report directly to certain areas in the 
refinery. It is denied that wages were paid to them directly 
by the CPCL in their bank accounts. Respondent Society 
pays the wages. It is denied that CPCL Management 
exercises disciplinary control over them as in the case of 
direct workers. Disciplinary proceedings are done only 
under the Certified standing Orders. Uniform is provided 
by the Respondent to its members for the sake of 
convenience and safety. The work of the workmen cannot 
be termed as perennial in nature. Nature of work of the 
workmen is different from the work of CPCL employees in 
terms of skill, complexity, technical requirements etc. CPCL 
employees are highly trained and qualified. The workers 
serve only to assist and function as heplers of CPCL 
employees. The claim for removal of disparity between the 
wages of Electricians among the contract workmen and the 
CPCL is not sustainable. The workmen are covered by the 
Memorandum of settlement with regard to wages and 
benefits and the conditions of employment are governed 
by the Certified Standing Orders. Both sets of employees 
are working in two different entities. Their conditions of 
service are different inter se. About 259 members of Society * 
have been recruited as workmen of CPCL since 1984, purely 
based on qualifications, experience and vacancies. As 
required under the Cooperative Societies Act, Profit and 
Loss Account and Balance Sheet are drawn for the Society. 
The claim is to be dismissed. 

6. The averments in the Counter Statement by the 
2nd Opposite Party briefly stated are as follows: 

There is no employer-employee relationship between 
it and the workmen. The lndco-Serve Society is a separate 
legal entity. Several Contractors employed by it from time 
to time over and above permanent enployees attending to 
certain other jobs appeared to have formed a Society and 
became members of the Society in 1983 and got registered 
under the Cooperative Societies Act, 1961. Other workmen 
under some other Contractors also appeared to have joined 
the Society as members. The 2nd Respondent also became 
member of the Society in 1983. On formation of the Society 
there was request to CPCL to extend facilities like building, 
furniture and fittings, tools and equipment* one Asstt. 
Accountant, one Typist/Clerk at the cost of CPCL for its 
functioning. Society also requested for entrusting various 


jobs such as filling up of LPG Cylinders and Asphalt 
Drums, loading and unloading of these products, 
housekeeping, plumbing, gardening, repairing and 
maintenance of vehicles and such other jobs. CPCL is the 
registered principal employer under the Contract Labour 
(Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 and the 1 st Respondent 
is a licensee. Society functions independently. It employs 
its workmen under the supervision of its own Supervisors. 
CPCL does not interfere with it It does not supervise or 
control their work. Society has its own byelaws. Society 
has a separate wage structure. In the absence of Board of 
Directors, Special Officer appointed by the Government 
of Tamil Nadu administers the Society. Members of the 
Petitioner Union are members/employees of the 1st 
Respondent only. Disciplinary control over them is with 
the Society. CPCL deputed its Officers on request of the 
Society to assist the Society. The members of the Society 
also appear to have formed MRL lndco-Serve Members 
Cooperative Thrift and Credit Society for their benefit. 86 
employees appear to have left the service of Society 
availing VRS announced by Society. Society is an Income 
Tax Assessee independently. Profit of Society is shared 
among the members. Society is a complete independent 
entity un-integrated with CPCL. Society’s decision are taken 
by itself or its officers. Power to determine recruitment, 
conditions of service, disciplimiry action, grant of leave 
and retiral benefits was exclusively with the Society. It 
could not be said that arrangements between CPCL and 
Society are sham. Arrangements were purely business 
arrangements for the benefit of Society and Corporation. 
Employees of the Society tire truly the employees of the 
Society. With a mere contract between Society and CPCL 
the employees cannot be absorbed by the Corporation. 
The claim is to be dismissed. 

7. In the Additional counter Statement of the 1st 
Respondent further contentions raised in a nutshell ;ire as 
follows: * 

The object of the Society is to take up and execute 
various works entrusted by CPCL and also to strive for the 
improvement of economic conditions of member workers. 
The 1st General Body Meeting of the Society was held on 
6-10-1983 on which date byelaws was registered. The 
minutes recorded and resolutions passed in various 
meetings will disclose that Society is a separate entity mid 
are registered Contractor of M/s CPCL. When specially 
knowledgeable persons were required in the Society, it 
used to get them from CPCL. Byclaws enable CPCL to 
become a member of Society by purchasing shares. To 
become a member, worker should by purchasing shares for 
Rs. 100 returnable on resignation. Some member Of the 
Society were recruited by CPCL and thereupon they 
resigned from the Society and their names deleted. 
Settlements are entered into between the Society and its 
workmen. Work performed by Society employees are those 
as per the contract between Society and CPCL. The Work 
does not relate to production activity. 
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8. Further contentions raised in the Additional 
Counter Statement of the 2nd Respondent in a few words 
are as follows: 

The referred issue is covered by a 12 (3) Settlement 
dated 15-12-1997 under which some employees of the 
Society have already been absorbed by CPCL. Hence the 
present reference is without jurisdiction which cannot be a 
matter of an ID. The reference is not for a declaration that 
the Society employees have been employees of CPCL or 
for that the contract between Society and CPCL is sham. It 
is beyond jurisdiction to go into the claim that the contract 
is a sham. The claim is to be dismissed. 

9. Points for consideration are: 

® Whether the demand of the petitioner Union for 
absorption of workmen listed in Annexure-A as 
regular employees of Madras Refineries Ltd. now 
known as Chennai Petroleum Corporation Ltd. is 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workmen are 
entitled? 

10. The evidence consists of the testimony of W W1, 
Sri R. Rajendran, General Secret ary of the Petitioner Union 
and Ex. W1 to Ex. 129 on the side of the petitioner. On the 
side of the Respondent the evidence consists of testimony 
of MW1 and MW2 viz. Sri K. Rajan and Sri B. Issac and 
document Ex. Ml only. 

Points (ft) & (ii) 

11. Heard arguments of both sides, oral and written 
and perused the records and documents. The learned 
counsel for the petitioner, M/s. RamaPriya Gopalakrishnan, 
Sri S. Jayaraman, Counsel for the 1st Respondent and 
Sri Sanjay Mohan for M/s. S. Ramasubramaniam and 
Associates keenly canvassed for their contentions in 
consonance of and consistent with their respective 
pleadings. The reference relates to the justifiability of the 
demand of the Petitioner Union for absorption of its 
workmen, about 380 in number listed in Annexure-A as 
regular employees of 2nd Respondent viz. Madras 
Refineries Ltd. now known as Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Ltd. According to the petitioner the workers 
joined the service of Madras Refineries Ltd. between 1983 
and 1986 and have been in the continuous service under it. 
Some of them had joined as Contract Labourers in 1983. 
The MRL Industrial Cooperative Society was created in 
1983 by the then Chairman-cum-Managing Director of 
MRL with a view to abolish Contract Labour System in 
MRL and also to improve the economic conditions of 
workers. Some Telephone Operators and Petroleum Bunk 
Workers of MRL directly engaged by the Management 
were also made workers of the Society, The claim is that 
workers purportedly engaged by MRL to the Society are 
direct workers of the Madras Refineries Ltd. and they 


have been engaged continuously for more than the last 
15 years. Their work is permanent and perennial in nature 
and integral to the main business of Hie MRL, According 
to the Petitioner Union, the Society is nothing but a paper 
device created by MRL to avoid direct employer's liability 
in respect of the workers to circumvent the beneficial labour 
welfare legisation. It is argued that liftmg the veil of the 
Society the said fact could be got revealed. The points in 
support of the contentions urged are that MRL Ltd. has 
administrative, supervisory and disciplinary control over 
the worker members of the Society enumerating instances 
like reporting of workmen after punching their card to the 
Shift Incharge of the MRL who supervises their work, 
submission of leave letter to the Shift lncharge, remittance 
of wages by MRL into the accounts of the workers, 
imposing punishment on the workmen, issuing uniforms 
and footwear to them, canteen facility afforded to them 
though purportedly under the Society, uniformity regarding 
working hours etc. As to how with the treatment of the 
Society workers in disparity with the direct workers of MRL 
the MRL is benefitted is also elucidated by the Petitioner 
Union in that payment of wages to them pnor to 1995 was 
consolidated, after 1995, they were brought to time-scale 
of pay but with lesser pay than the direct workers. Where 
in accordance with the principle of equal pay for equal 
work, electricians engaged through the Society and the 
electricians directly employed by MRL were to have been 
paid same wages what was paid to Indco-Serve Electricians 
was much lower, 3 to 4 times lesser than the wages of 
direct workers. Retirement age of Indco-Serve worker is 58 
years as against 60 years in case of direct workers. No 
Shift Allowance is given to Indco-Serve workers. Indco- 
Serve workers have to work half a day on Saturdays and 
even on Sundays with only 22 days of Earned Leave per 
year against 48 days of Earned Leave for direct workers. 
Direct workers have the facility of treatment in private 
Hospitals with better facilities which is not there to Indco- 
Serve workers. Indco-Serve workers do not have loan 
facilities which are available to the direct workers. These 
are facts which as pointed out which goes to show that 
treating the Indco-Serve workers unequal with the direct 
workers brings about some economic as well as other 
advantages and benefits to the MRL. Other instances 
pointed out on behalf of the Petitioner Union in support its 
claim is that the Society and the Company are one and the 
same or that the Society is integral to the MRL Ltd. that 
the Union Elections are held in the premises of MRL for 
which infrastructure is provided by the MRL Ltd. which 
also arranges Police Bandobast. It is further contended 
that the fact that the Indco-Serve workers had been 
continuously engaged for the last 15 years well establishes 
that the work being discharged by them is perennial and 
permanent which is integral to the main activity of the 
Company and it cannot put forth any objection that the 
workmen cannot be absorbed for the reason that they do 
not presently need as much manpower as that of the 





7339 


W^TTFJFT* : 3^^ 30,2010/^^8, 1932 


plurality of the Indco-Serve workmen. It is abundantly 
clear that the services of the Indco-Serve workers are 
inevitably necessary and that at any cost they could be 
absorbed in the regular services of the Management without 
any difficulty or concern. 

12. The contra contentions on behalf of the 1st and 
2nd Respondent running consistently are that the Indco- 
Serve Society is a separate legal entity duly registered 
under the Cooperative Societies Act, with its own byelaws, 
a Director Board with 13 members, 7 elected by the Society 
and 6 nominated by CPCL, with registration under the PF 
Commissioner and ESI Corporation and as a Contractor 
under the Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act 
with a license renewed from time to time and with Standing 
Orders and other service conditions framed of their own. It 
is further argued that the Society has its own Supervisors 
who supervise work of the employees, control is with the 
Society. Canteen facility is there. Society members are given 
bonus. Society makes profits of which dividend is given to 
the members. Bonus is given to the member workmen of 
the Society. The ftirther contention is that Society is a legal 
entity in fact and it is baseless to contend otherwise. No 
Telephone Operators or Petrol Bunk Workers of MRL were 
made Indco-Serve Workers. It is to provide administrative 
support that 6 Directors are nominated to the Society by 
CPCL. Premises pm vided is for convenience of the Society. 
No wages are paid directly by MRL. No disciplinary or 
supervisory control is exercised by the MRL. The work of 
the workmen is not perennial. Their work is not skilled. 
They only assist CPCL employees. There is no employee- 
employer relationship, 2nd Respondent further contends. 
Society members appear to have formed MRL Indco-Serve 
Members Cooperative Thrift and Credit Society Ltd. also. 
Recruitment power to Society is with the Society. The 
General Body Meetings held in the Society, minutes 
recorded and resolution passed itself show Society has a 
separate entity. The work of the workmen does not relate 
to production activity . A settlement dated 15-12-1997 takes 
away the jurisdiction of this Tribunal, it is further contended 
by 2nd Respondent. 

13. The Petitioner Union, herein espousing thecause 
of about 380 member workmen under the Indco-Serve 
Society for absorption into the regular service of 2nd 
Respondent Company puts forth the contention that the 
2nd Respondent Company and the 1st Respondent Society 
are one and the same and that the 1 st Respondent Society 
is merely sham nominal, and is a camouflage. Under this 
contention they seek to build a case that the workmen 
members under the 1st Respondent Society are 
purely workmen of the 2nd Respondent Company, which 
has been meting out unfair treatment towards them and 
categorizing them as merely contract workmen under the 
1st Respondent Society in order to deprive them the 
benefits and advantages provided from time to time due 
under various welfare legislations. It is pointed out that 


the l$t Respondent Society is a mere smokescreen. When 
the^veil of the Society is pierced it could be seen that the 
1st Respondent Society is a sham and it is integral to the 
Management of the 2nd Respondent Company which is 
used as a ruse by the latter in order to deprive the benefits 
to be given to the workmen under the so-called Society as 
direct workmen and thereby the act of 2nd Respondent 
Company amounts to unfair labour practice meted out to 
the workmen. There is no service contract or contract for 
supply of labour between the two Respondents. No 
contract in writing covering miv outright period of contract 
has been produced to prove that, if there is any. The so- 
called contract is only evasive paper device alleged to exist 
from 16-6-1987 to 15-6-1989. That fact is admitted by the 
witness on the side of the Respondent examined as MW2 
that there has been no contract in writing between 1983 
and 1987 and 1989 and 2000 except from 16-6-1987 to 
15-6-1989 as evidenced vide Ex.W44. So is the case between 
1989 and 2000 as submitted by MW2. So much so there 
cannot be a contract by l st Respondent with the 2nd 
Respondent. Hence equally there cannot be any PF or ESI 
Code, which could be only be sham and nominal. When 
according to MW2, 1st Respondent Society does not do 
any work other than the work of 2nd Respondent, the 
Society is more apt to be one created by the 2nd 
Respondent. The fact that the only consideration reeeived 
by tlie 1st Respondent for its remuneration is reimbursement 
of wages paid to the workmen throws light that the contract 
is sham. The reimbursed wages already paid to the workers 
cannot be monetary consideration for the alleged contract 
with the 2nd Respondent. Hence on the ground of lack of 
consideration also the case of contract by R1 with R2 is 
bound to fall. 

14. The learned counsel for the petitioner invited 
this Court’s attention to the decision of the supreme Court 
in Workmen Vs. Associated Rubber Industry Ltd. (1985-4- 
SCC-114) wherein it is held “it is the duty of the Court in 
every case where ingenuity is expended to avoid taxing 
and welfare legislations, to get behind the smokescreen 
and to discover the true state of affairs. The Court is not to 
be satisfied with the form and leave well alone the substance 
of a transaction. A relevant passage quoted from the 
decision of the apex Court in Hussainbhui Vs. A lath Factory 
Thozhilali Union (1978-4-SCC-257) is as follows “Myriad 
devices, half hidden in fold after fold of legal form 
depending upon the degree of concealment needed the 
type of industry', the local conditions mid the like may be 
resorted to when labour legislation casts welfare 
obligations on the real employer, basal on Articles 38, 39. 
42, 43 and 43-A of the constitution. The Court must be 
astute to avoid the mischief and achieve die purpose of 
the laws and not be misled by the mava of legal 
appearances.” In the decision of Sublira Mukhetjce Vs. 
Bharat Coking Coal Corporation (2003-3-SCC-312) it is 
held that “with lifting the veil the Court is looking at the 
realities of the situation behined the facade of corporate 
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appliances etc. to the members of the Petitioner Union were 


personality. By piecing the veil it was established that there 
w as no genuine contract labour system as held in Secretary, 
Haryana State Electricity Board Vs. Suresh (1999-3-SOC- 
601).” In Sreel Authority of India Ltd. and others Vs. 
National union Waterfront Workers and others (2001-7- 
SCO-1) it is held that “if a contract is a mere camouflage the 
so-called contract labour shall be directed to be regularized 
under the services of the principal employer”. From Ex.W25 
it is seen that it is the Management of CPCL that had 
registered the Industrial Cooperative Society in the year 
1983 under the Tamil Nadu Industrial Cooperative Societies 
Act, 1961, It shows 2nd Respondent as the creator of the 
Society. Ex. W5 indicates a decision of the 2nd Respondent/ 
Management to star! the Society for the first time.Ex. W3 
mentions starling of the Society by 2nd Respondent. 
Contribution to Share Capital of 1st Respondent by 2nd 
Respondent as evidenced by Ex.W4 and Ex.W44 also 
manifests that the 2nd Respondent is the founder of 1st 
Respondent Society. MW2 also testifies to that aspect. 
Contribution of 90% of'a share by MRL Limited on behalf 
of a sharer as evidenced from the testimony of WW1 shows 
that it is the 2nd Respondent who is bellined the formation 
of 1st Respondent-Society. That there was a payment of 
Rs. 14 as dividend to W WI and other sharers is indicative 
ol the fact dial it is to m;ikc believe evidence of payment of 
nominal dividend further to vouchsafe that the Society is 
genuine and is a separate legal entity. Byelaws of the 
Society, Ex. W 44, Minutes of the Meeting of the Board of 
Directors coupled with the evidence ofWWI would show 
tli.it the Society is managed by die senior officials of MRL 
Limited and that the Society is under their control.Decisions 
could he seen to have been taken by MRL and the Special 
Officer is only a rubber stamp. The fact that the building of 
the Society is housed in the premises of the factory mid 
that file same had been built by the Company and also the 
fact that die infrastructure of the office is provided by it as 
evidenced from Ex. W4 and the testimony of MW I Sri Rajnn 
are instances to show R2 as the key person bchined the 
formation of the Society. Furniture and fittings of the 
Sociely and Canteen facility are provided by MRL which 
adds to another of such instances. It is in evidence from 
F.X.W44, Minutes of‘the meeting as well its from the evidence 
of MW2, Sri Issue that admission of members and workers 
is made by the 2nd Respondent Company to the Society. 
The Screening Committee for the same was formed with 
the Officers of MRL according to whose recommendations 
admission is made and which are accepted. It is pertinent 
to note that as is evident from Ex.W5, Ex.W25 and Ex. W44 
flic expenses lor the Jbmialion of the Society and for its 
running have been incurred by the 2nd Respondent/ 
Management from the very beginning of the formation of 
the Society. Though ostensibly Society was incurring the 
expenses, it was being reimbursed from time to lime in full 
by the 2nd Respondent. Further il could be seen from 
iAAV44 that statutory payments like PF contributions, 
insurance premia, etc. and uniforms, identity cards, safely 


being provided by 2nd Respondent. Medical check-up 
expenses held once a year are met by MRL limited. It is 
clear that the day to day affairs of the Society are being 
earned out by the workers of the 2nd Respondent by regular 
deputation. Again documents such as Ex. W44, Ex. W121, 
Ex.W 122 (series) bear full testimony to that. As evidenced 
fit>m Ex>W44, Ex, W10, Ex.W29, Ex. W30, Ex.W32, Ex. W34, 
Ex.W35, and Ex.W83, and the oral evidence of WWL the 
Society workers have been under the constant supervision 
ofthe 2nd Respondent. In Ram Singh Vs. Union Territory, 
Chandigarh (2004-1 -SCC-126), the ruling rendered is that 
where the employer has control over the work and the 
means ofthe work to be done by the Contractor, enployer- 
employee relationship exists and the contract will he 
considered as a sham where employer cannot disown his 
liability. Diseiplimiry control over the Society workers could 
also be seen to have been exercised by the 2nd Respondent 
as is evident from the testimony of WWI. The fact is that 
the work performed by the Society workers is permanent 
and perennial in nature as is evident from Ex.W2l. The 
undisputed engagement ofthe workers continuously from 
the date of their joining duty and spread over \5 years 
shows that the services arc inevitable for doing such of 
the duties with which they were engaged. Those items of 
work by reason of being cssuilial for the Company could 
not be lefl undone in a regular nurnner. MW I lias admitted 
as to the perennial nature of work done by the workers. As 
is admitted as well as evident from Ex.W'23 (series) and 
Ex. W44 several members ofthe Society have already been 
absorbed in the service of the Company. From the totality 
ofthe evidence it could be found that the I st Respondent 
is not a Contractor and the so-called Society workers are 
not contract labour. The claim of the Respondent as above 
is sham and camouflage to hide the reality. The society 
workers are direct workers under 2nd Respondent with 
employer-employee relationship interse. As such having 
regard to the nature of work and (lie length of continuous 
service rendered they are entitled to he absorbed into 
regular service ofthe Company with retrospective died 
from the dates oftheir initial entry into service with resultant 
and attendant benefits. 

15. Tfie argument on behalf of the Respondent 
against the competency ol the Tribunal to adjudge as to 
“sham” ofthe Contract cannot he countenanced lor the 
reason that a question regarding “sham” is integral to tin 
issue covered under the reference which is regarding 
absorption of the workmen. In Gu jarat Electricity Board. 
Ukai Vs. Hind Mazdoor Sabha (AIR-I995-SC 1 893), the 
Apex Court has held that where a Contract is assailed as 
being sham il is not for abolition ofthe labour contract 
and hence there is no bar under Section-10 o( the Contract 
Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Ad, 1970. When dispute 
is raised for declaring that they were always the employees 
ofthe Principal Employer, the Industrial Adjudicator is 
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competent to decide sham or otherwise nature of the 
Contract and only if it comes to the conclusion that the 
Contract is sham it will have jurisdiction to adpldicate the 
dispute. The decision of the Supreme Court in Steel 
Authority of India Ltd. and others Vs. National Union 
Waterfront workers and others it is held that if theContract 
is found to be not genuine the so-called contract labour 
will have to be treated as employees of the Principal 
Employer who shall be directed to regularize the serviceof 
the contract labour in the establishment concerned. The 
contention that Ex. W17 settlement having been entered as 
on 15-12-1997 between the petitioner and R2 therefereflce 
is bad in law cannot be heard to say in view of the fact that 
the settlement does not cover the referred question as to 
whether members of the Petitioner Union are direct workmen 
of the 2nd Respondent. The settlement is clearly for 
absorption of the workmen not on the basis of claim pressed 
into service herein. The further contention on behalf of the 
Respondents that the Petitioner Union has to get the 
registration of R2 as Principal Employer and contract license 
revoked has no value and is false in view of the judgment 
of the Supreme Court in the Gujarat Electicity Board case. 
Even in such case, the remedy lies with the very raising of 
the ID as herein made and not otherwise. There is also no 
need forthe Petitioner Union to move for the liquidation or 
the winding up of the Society and the cancellation of the 
registration of the Society. For an efficacious remedy in 
terms of the real grievance of the members of the Petitioner 
Union the raising of the ID with the relief herein is the 
appropriate course as could be found from the Gujarat 
Electricity Board case and SAIL case. The contention of 
the Respondent that the Society exercises only primary 
control and the 2nd Respondent exercises secondary 
control is a fallacious argument. What could be found from 
the circumstances oral and documentary evidence is that it 
is the reverse which is true. The decision of the Apex Court 
in International Airport of India Ltd. Vs. International Air 
Cargo Workers Union and another (JT-2009-8-SC-661) 
speaks of a case where the Principal Employer allegedly 
exercises a secondary control retaining the primary control 
hv the Contractor. The (acts of the said decision have no 
application to the facts of the present dispute. Here on 
facts such a distinction viz. primary control or secondary 
control in relation to the duties of the so-called Society 
workmen cannot be perceived. Marginal discrepancies 
pointed out in the version of petitioner’s witness WWI to 
the effect that Society is not a sham but the arrangement 
between 1st Respondent and the 2nd Respondent is sham, 
that he does not know the date from which the arrangement 
between R1 and R2 is sham and that the said arrangement 
is sham for the reason that the officials ofR2 supervise the 
workers of the Society cannot be found to disprove the 
claim of the Petitioner Union merely for WW1 having stated 
so. It is settled that in adjudicatory process allowances 
have to be given to the marginal discrepancies in the 
versions of witnesses having regard to the nature, status 


and competency, etc. of the witnesses deposing which 
may also depend on the facts and circumstances of each 
case. Here is a workman WW 1 who knows for certain that 
thearrang&nent between R1 and R2 is sham but is not able 
to express himself and say that the Society is still sham. 
This reply of the workman innocent in nature cannot be 
read against him to meet the ends of justice. The decision 
of the High Court of Madras in the case of The Management 
of Ennore Foundries Ltd. Vs. The management of Eimore 
Foundries Cooperative Canteen Ltd. in Writ Petition No. 
10981,13960and 16704/2001 dated 8-6-2010that “dieeffect 
of the Cooperative Society being a separate entity having 
the name, style and sucession as well as its own balance 
sheet, profit and loss account being prepared and also the 
fact that it had entered into the settlements under the ID 
Act with the same Trade Union was not at all considered 
by the Tribunal” has no application to the facts of the 
present ID for the reason that the Society herein is not 
approved to be of a separate entity which is the very 
challenge herein. The oral evidence let in by MW I ;uul 
MW2 seldom serves the purpose to advance the case of 
the Respondents. They are discemibly inapt to meet the 
claim put forth by the Petitioner Union. On the other hand, 
their versions could he found to advance die claim of the 
Petitioner Union though in miniaturedegrees. 

16. From the evidence it is abundantly dear that the 
1st Respondent Society is only a creature of the 2ml 
Respondent Company. For the formation of the Society 
the foetus or embryo germinated from the will followed 
by the action of the 2nd Respondent Company. The 
formation of the Society was at a time after the coming into 
force of the Contract Labour (Abolition and Regulation) 
Act, 1970. The various items of work which were being 
entrusted <uid got done through the so-called workers of 
the Society were not items of work prohibited from being 
carnal out through Contract Labour. There was no legal 
hurdle for the 2nd Respondent to get (he work done as 
though through contract labour. There was no difficulty 
for obtaining registration of the establishment of the 
Principal Employer underthe Contract Labour Act. There 
was also no difficulty in obtaining any license lor the so- 
called Contractor viz. the Society umierihe Contract Labour 
Act. Once a Society is formed or held out as such there is 
no reason why die legal formality of it being registered 
under the Cooperative Societies Act, 1%I shall not be 
followed. When it is not to be genuine no attributes which 
are essential to make it appear valid would be missed to be 
provided to it. Evidently once a Society is given rise to a 
byelaws have to be formulated. An administrative 
mechanism in a democratic set-up or otherwise which the 
act or the rules there under prescribe has to be given rise to 
for which there has to be the constitution of a board. There 
have to be holdings of meetings of the Board of Directors 
from time to time. Therehas to be the recording of minutes 
as a corollary to the said meetings. There have to be 
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resolutions proposed and got passed in order to cany 
decisions. There have to be a share capital with per capita 
share and admission of members to the Society for whom 
dividends have to be paid on annual basis if the Society 
turns out any profit. There has to be maintained Profit and 
Loss Accounts. All these, among other, are essential 
features of incident when once a private or governmental 
instrumentality like the Society is formed. The existence of 
all these requisites does not hold out or proclaim itself 
that the instrumentality concerned is in every respect a 
legal and separate entity. Despite the presence of all the 
essential ingredients for a valid Society, it is still for the 
Tribunal to pierce the veil to see what is the reality behind 
or in the background of the very entity if circumstances or 
facts warrant to direct itself to such a course. An anxious 
consideration of all the facts and circumstances centering 
around the dispute and the formation of the 1st Respondent 
Society with key role to the 2nd Respondent Company for 
the very formation and the running of all its activities with 
utmost and keen attention on very minute aspects leads 
only to the conclusion of the fact that the 2nd Respondent 
is the promoter or the founder of the 1st Respondent 
Society to gain for itself oblique purpose rather than what 
they hold out to be the genuine or vaikl objectives such as 
improving the economic conditions of the workman, 
abolition of contract labour, etc. The said oblique motive is 
discemibly nothing other than treating the Society workers 
merely as contract workers with less and less benefits than 
those extended to the regular employees of it. With piercing 
the veil what emerges is that the so-called Society is a mere 
camouflage and that the contract workmen are real 
employees of the Principal employer. Anybody peeping 
through the veil gets so sensitized. It may well be said that 
“Law cannot be oblivious to what is obvious to others”. 
Tlie Society was formed as a sham and nominal to achieve 
the said purposes of reaping benefits to itself exploiting 
the workmen under die so-called Society with less and less 
benefits extended to them. Therefore as a sham die Society 
was given a formation which was made to believe to be a 
Contractor under it through contract workmen of which 
the 2nd Respondent/Management thought of exploiting 
the said workers by extracting their labour at a cheaper 
cost than that they were to meet m defraying expenses to 
be paid to direct workmen towards Uieir salary and other 
expenses. It amounts to unfair labour practice. In the 
decision of Gujarat Electricity Board Vs. Hind Mazdoor 
Sabha (AIR-1995-SC-1893) Apex court hits held that apart 
from the fact that it is an unfair labour practice it is also an 
economically short sighted and unsound policy, both from 
the point of view of the undertaking concerned and the 
country as a whole. The economic growth is not to be 
measured only in terms of production and profits. It has to 
be gauged primarily in terms of employment 'md earnings 
of the people. Man has to be the focal point of development. 
The attitude adopted by the undertakings is inconsistent 
with the need to reduce unemployment and the Government 


policy declared from time to time to give jobs to the 
unemployed. This is apart from the mandate of the directive 
principles contained in Articles-38,39,41,42,43 and 47 of 
our Constitution. Since the Society workers are none short 
of actual and direct workers under the 2nd Respondent 
and the contract between the 2nd Respondent and the 1 st 
Respondent, not proved to exist for the whole period from 
the beginning till now but is only available for broken 
periods could only be paper devices calculated to create a 
maya of legal appearances that there does exist a real 
contract between the 1st Respondent Society and 2nd 
Respondent/Management, the evidence is overwhelming 
to arrive at the conclusion that the so-called contract 
between the 1st and 2nd Respondents is only sham and 
nominal and it is only a camouflage. Though it is argued on 
behalf of the Respondents placing reliance on die same set 
of materials, facts and circumstances such as the formation 
of R1 Society, its bye-laws, constitution of Board of 
Directors, holding of board meetings, passing of resolutions 
favouring outsiders incurring expenses by the Society 
recording of minutes, maintenance of profit and loss 
accounts, payment of dividends to shareholders 
etc. which very facts are relied on but assailed as sham 
by the Petitioner Union and on lifting the veil the same 
materials could be found to be counter productive tending 
to disprove the case of the Respondents in its entirety. 
The Society workers are really workmen under the 2nd 
Respondent Company. They are therefore entitled to be 
regularized into the service of the 2nd Respondent 
Company. The fact that they have been continuously 
engaged for more than 15 years right from the inception of 
their service is indicative of the fact that their work ts 
perennial and permanent in nature so essential and 
integral to the mam business of the 2nd Respondent 
Company. Therefore, their sendees cannot be parted 
with for any reason of their being by now over aged, not 
qualified, having to be got certified as to be medically fit, 
etc. If but for this award they could have been continued 
to work as done presently without any of the above such 
conditions being thrust upon them there cannot be any 
restraint in continuing them after their absorption into the 
regular service of the 2nd Respondent Company imposing 
any such conditions. An argument demonstrating a 
foreboding on die part of the workmen that the Management 
may project a case of no need of so much manpower as 
would be there with the absorption of the whole members 
of the Petitioner Union covered by the reference also 
cannot be sustained for the reason that 
the 2nd Respondent/Management has no such a case 
presently in relation to the so-called Society workers. 
Therefore, it is only legal and justified that the members of 
the Petitioner Union are absorbed into the services of the 
2nd Respondent/Management w ith retrospective effect 
front the date of their initial entry into the service of the 
Society/2nd Respondent with all resultant hackwagcs and 
attendant benefits. 
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17. The Management is directed to start the process 
of regularization of the workmen immediately w.e.f. the dates 
of the initial entry into service under the 2nd Respondent/ 
Society. 

18. The reference is answered accordingly. 
(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 

corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 30th August, 2010) 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner : WW1, Sri R. Rajendran 
For the 2nd Party/M anagement : MW 1, Sri K. Raj an 

MW2, Sri B. Issac 

Documents marked on the Petitioner’s side 


ExNa. 

Date 

Description 

ExWl 

1983 

Bye-laws of the MRL 
Industrial Cooperative 
Service Society Ltd. 

Ex.W2 

9-7-1984 

Notice issued by MRL 
Industrial Cooperative 
Service Society Ltd. 

ExW3 

1986 

Pamphlet issued by MRL 

Ex.W4 

27-1-1987 

Agenda for the General Body 
Meeting of MRL Industrial 
Cooperative Society Limited 

Ex.W5 

3-11-1984 

Letter regarding payment of 
service charges to MRL 
Industrial Cooperative 
Society Ltd. 

ExW6 

7-3-1994 

Order regarding allocation of 
work among MRL Staff 
managing MRL Industrial 
Cooperative Society Ltd. 

Ex.W7 

10-8-1984 

Letter issued by MRL 
Industrial Cooperative 
Society Ltd. regarding the 
release of 5 workers from 
service 

Ex.W8 

30-8-1994 

Office note regarding 
payment of bonus to the so- 
called Indcoserve Society 
workers 

Ex.W9 

4-1-1995 

Letter issued by the Manager 
(Personnel) to Mr. J. Sundara- 
murthy regarding interview 

Ex.W10 

24-8-1995 

Shift schedule prepared 
by MRL 


EX.W11 

11-3-1996 

Resolution regarding the 
absorption of 49 so-called 
Indcoserve Society workers 

Ex.W12 

K-5-1996 

Letter directing 2 so called 
Indcoserve Society workers 
to appear for a personal 
interview 

Ex.W13 

31-7-1996 

Letter issued by the Secretary 
Indcoserve Society to the 
Petitioner Union 

Ex.W14 

30-8-1996 

Settlement entered into 
between the Indcoserve 
Society find the Petitioner 
Union 

EX.W15 

29-8-1997 

Letter issued by the Vice- 
President of the Society to 
the Asstt. Labour Commiss¬ 
ioner 

Ex.W16 

9-10-1997 

Note prepared by the 
Indcoserve Society regarding 
approval for payment of 
bonus 

Ex.W17 

15-12-1997 

Settlement regarding the 
absorption of so-called 
Indcoserve Society Workers 

Ex.W18 

17-9-1998 

Reply statement submitted by 
MRL before the Asstt. 

Labour Commissioner (C)-II 

EX.W19 

31-12-1998 

Conciliation failure report 
issued by the Regional 

Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Chennai 

Ex.W20 

1999 

Document indicating the 
number of so-called 
Indcoserve workers 
absorbed by MRL from 
1984-1999 

Ex.W21 

22-7-1999 

Note issued by the Indco¬ 
serve Society regarding 
absorption of the so-called 
Indcoserve workers 

Ex.W22 

20-10-2000 

List of Indcoserve workers 
absorbed in MRL since 1984 

Ex.W23 

22-1-2001 

Note issued by Indcoserve 
Society seeking approval for 
the gram of individual safety 
awards 

Ex.W24 

30-3-2001 

Settlement entered into 
between CPCL and Madras 
Refineries Employees Union 
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EX.W25 

26-7-2001 

Note prepared by CPCL 
regarding the voluntary 
separation scheme for so- 
called Indcoserve workers 

Ex.W26 

13-2-2002 

Note prepared by CPCL 
regarding approval for the 
grant of individual safety 
award 

ExW27 

22-10-2004 

General Log-Sheet 

Ex.W28 

12-12-2004 

Letter regarding request for 
permanent employment of 

S. FCRamu 

Ex.W29 

18-12-2004 

Time sheets of so-called 
Indcoserve workers 

Ex.W30 

12-1-2005 

Leave cards of a so-called 
Indcoserve workers 

Ex.W31 

13-1-2005 

Leave cards of so-called 
Indcoserve workers 

ExW32 

18-1-2005 

Leave cards of a so-called 
Indcoserve workers 

Ex.W33 

7-11-2005 

Letter issued by the Court of 
Chief Commissioner for 
Persons with Disabilities 
together with reply of the CPCL 

Ex.W34 

22-12-2005 

Permission slips issued to a 
so-called Indcoserve workers 

EX.W35 

26-12-2005 

Permission slips issued to a 
so-called Indcoserve workers 

ExW36 

25-10-2006 

Circular issued by CPCL 
regarding observance of 
vigilance awareness work 

EX.W37 

11-1-2007 

Circular issued by CPCL 
regarding essay and slogan 
contest 

Ex.W38 

2007 

Document indicating the 
number of the petitioner 
union working in various 
departments in the CPCL 
factory 

Ex.W39 

15-12-1997 

12 (3) settlement entered into 
between MRL Anna Workers 
Union the 1st Respondent/ 
Society and Chennai 
Petroleum Corporation 

EjlW40 


Specimen copy of the 
application/membership from 
of the Respondent 


Ex.W41 

29-12-1987 

License issued by the 
Government of India for the 
Respondent 

Ex.W42 

29-9-1989 

Standing Orders for workmen 

Ex.W43 

9-8-19% 

Electronic Attendance 
System- Scheme 

Ex.W44 

6-10-1983 lo 
31-5-1993 

Minutes ol General Body 
Meeting of the MRL 
Industrial Cooperative 
Servicing Society Ltd. 

EX.W45 

8-7-1983 to 
29-1-2007 

Minutes of General Body 
Meeting of the MRL 
Industrial Cooperative 
Servicing Society Ltd. 

Ex.W46 


Vol-IV -Documents filed by 
tire 1st Respondent- 
Membership Ragislerof the 
1st Respondent from S.No. 1 
to 395 

Ex.W47 


Vol-V -Documents tiled by 
the 1st Respondent- 
Membership Ragistcrof the 
1st Respondent from S.No.39 
to 766 

EX.W48 

Nov. 1989 

Attendance Register of the 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Nov. -Dec. 19X9 
(sample) 

EX.W49 

Nov. 1994 

Attendance Register of the 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Nov. -Dec. 1994 
(sample) 

Ex.W5() 

Nov. 1995 

Attendance Register of the 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Nov. -Dec 1995 
(sample) 

Ex.W51 

Nov. 1996 

Attendance Register of the 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Nov. -Dec. 1996 
(sample) 

EX.W52 

Nov. 1997 

Attendance Register of the 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Nov.-Dec. 1997 
(sample) 

Ex.W53 

Dec. 2002 

Attendance Register of the 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Dev. 2002 
(sample) 
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Ex.W54 

Nov.-Dec. 
2003 

Attendance Register of the 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Nov-Dec. 2003 
(sample) 

Ex.W55 

Nov. -Dec. 
2004 

Attendance Register of die 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Nov-Dec. 2004 
(sample) 

Ex.W56 

Nov. -Dec. 
2005 

Attendance Register of the 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Nov-Dec» 2005 
(sample) 

ExW57 

Nov. -Dec. 
2006 

Attendance Register of the 
employees of the Society for 
the month of Nov-Dee. 2006 
(sample) 

Ex.W5X 

2-9-19X3 

Registration Certificateofthe 
1st Respondent/Society 

Ex.W59 


Bio-data submitted by the 
members of the 1st 
Respondent/Society along- 
with personal details and 
nomination form at the time of 
joining the 1st Respondent/ 
Society (sample) 

Ex.W60 


Sample Share Certificates 
issued by the 1st 
Respondent/Sociuty to its 
share holders 

ExAV6l 

29- 12-19X7 

Licence obtained by the 1st 
Rcspondent/Socicty under 
Contract Labour (Regulation 
and Abolition) Act, 1970 and 
Renewal 

Kx.\V62 


Lists of Elected Board of the 
1st Respondent/Society and 
its Special Officers and (heir 
tenure from 19K3 till date 

Ex.W63 


Elections Proceeding of the 

1st Respondent/Society 
(sample) 

ExAV64 


Details of Board of Directors 
of 1st Respondent/Society 
from tlie years Irom 1983 

1 ill date 

ExAV65 


Lisl of Special Officer from 

19X9 till date, appointment 
orders and resolutions 
concerned their appointment 

Ex.W66 

I2-X-I9X7 

Order of the Government of 
Tamil Nadu concerning 

Mr. Agnisuiularam 


EX.W67 

24-9*1987 

Oder of appointment issued 
by the Second party to Mr. 
Agnisundaram 

Ex.W68 


Notice and Minutes of 
Annual General Body 
Meetings and Annual 

Reports (sample) 

Ex.W69 

5-l-2(XJ6 

Dividends declared by the 

1st Respondent/Society for 
the period from 1998 till 2003 

Ex.W70 


Best Society awards and 
letter of appreciations issued 
to the 1st Respondent/ 
Society 

ExW7! 

20-I0-1995 

Charter o f Demands 
submitted by the Madras 
Refineries Workers Union to 
the 1st Respondent/Society 

Ex.W72 

12-6*2000 

Charter of Demands 
submitted by the Madras 
Refineries Workers Union to 
the 1st Respondent/Society 

Ex.W7* 

7-2-2003 

Settlement entered into 
between MRL Anna Workers 
Union and the 1st Respondent/ 
Society under Section-18(1) 
of the ID Act 

Ex.W74 

21-6-21X15 

Chater of Demand submitted 
by the MRL Anna Workers 
Union to the 1st Respondent/ 
Society 

Ex.W75 

7-9-2006 

Charter of Demand submitted 
by the MRL Anna Workers 
Union to the 1st Respondent/ 
Society 

Ex.W76 

1X-9-2006 

Settlement entered into 
between MRL Anna Workers 
Union and the First 
Respondent/Society 
under Section-1X (1) of the 

ID Act 

Ex.W77 

14-9-2006 

Letter from the 1st 
Respondent/Society to the 
Secretary MRL Anna 

Workers Union 

Ex.W7X 

12-10-2001 

VSS Scheme 2001 announced 
by the 1st Respondent/ 

Society 

Ex.W79 

15-11-2001 

Extension of VSS Scheme 
by the 1st Respondent/ 
Society 
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Ex.W80 

29-5-2002 

VSS Scheme 2002 announced 





by the 1st Respondent/ 

Society 



Ex.W81 

204-2005 

VSS Scheme 2005 announced 

Ex.W94 

- 



by the 1st Respondent/ 

Society 



EX.W82 

19-5-2005 

Extension of VSS Scheme 

Ex.W95 

- 



by the 1st Respondent/ 

Society 

(Series) 


Ex.W83 


Orders of transfer issued 
by the 1st Respondent/ 

Society to its Employees 

Ex.W96 


Ex.W84 


Manpower distribution list 
of the 1st Respondent/ 

Society 

(Series) 


EjlW8S 

17-6-1992 

Letter from Employees 

Provident Fund Organization 
to the First Respondent/ 

Society allotting separate 
code number 



Ex.W86 

16-5-1988 

PF Trust Rules of the 

First Respondent/Society 



Ex.W87 


Returns submitted by the 

1st Respondent/Society 
under the Employees 

Provident Fund Act 
(Samples) 



Ex.W88 


PF loan disbursement made 
by 1st Respondent/Society 
to its employees (sample) 



Ex.W89 


Claim for f amily pension made 
by the employees of the 

1 st Respondent/Society 
and settlement by the 

1 st Respondent/Society 
(Sample) 

Ex.W97 

Jan., 2007 

Ex.W9<) 

304-1990 

Certificate of Registration of 
INDCOSERVE Members 
Cooperative Thrift Credit 

Society 

Ex.W98 

18-11-1989 

Ex.W91 

304-1990 

Bye-law olTNDCOSERVE 

Ex.W99 

- 



Members Cooperative Thrift 
Credit Society 

ExWl(X) 

27-6-2000 

Ex.W92 


Application for thrift loan 
made by the employees of 
the 1st Respondent/Society 
and disbursement (Sample) 

ExWlOl 

29-9-2000 

Ex.W93 

' 

Application for Gratuity 
made by the member of 
the 1st Respondent/Society 

EX.WI02 

- 


and disbursement by 
1st Respondent/Society 
(Sample) 

Returns submitted by 
the 1st Respondent/Society 
under the ESI Act 

Returns submitted under the 
Income Tax for the years 
1997-98,1998-99,2002-03, 
2003-04,21X14-05,2<X)5-06 am! 
2006-07 (Samples) 

Disciplinary proceedings 
concedmed S/Shn S. Venn, H. 
Thulasiraman, V. Lakshmanan, 
S. Sanjeevi, S Chellappan V. 
Subramani, P. Selvakumar, E. 
Sekar, B. Palani, M. Govind- 
asamy, M. Da veal Raja. E. 
Erudhayanathan, C. 
Venkatcsan, S. Dunn, P. 
Ventatesan. R. Mumgcsan, 

C. Sanjeevi, M. Rajaram. A 
Vincnet V. Kumar, M. Vasu. 

V. Krishnamurthi, G. Baskar S. 
Muthupandian, P. Mi tint, E. 
Mani M. Velayudliam, B. 
Palani, P. Vijayashiinkur. M. 
Gnannandamat Page, 1,7,12, 
16,22,27,32,75,80,86,96, 
101,106, 127,146,155,160, 
175,179,198,205,216,231, 
238,247,261,280,290,295 
and 304 respectively in Vol-Xl 
Documents filed by the 
1 st Respondent/Society 

Time Card-cum-Payslip lor the 
month of Jan 2007 in respect 
of Sri R. Raj endran, joining 
date 9-7-1984 

Certificate of Registration 
of Madras Refineries 
Workers Union 

Bye-law of the Union 

Annual accounts -From E of 
the year 2000 submittal to 
Labour Departments 

Announement of the Election 
Officer regarding results of 
election of office bearers of 
the Union 

Service particulars of MRL 
Indco serve workers 
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ExWl 03 

“ 

Departments wise particulars 
of MRL Indcoserve workers 

EX.W104 

Dec. 98 

Duty roster for Indcoserve 
employees of emergency 
care centre 

ExW105 

1-12-1998 

Petrol/diesel filling shift 
schedule for Indcoserve 
workers 

ExW106 

4-10-1999 

Timesheet for Indcoserve 
workers doing asphalt 
filling 

EX.W107 

11-7-2000 

Timesheet for Indcoserve 
workers in different 
departments 

EX.W108 

10-8-2000 

Order of DGM (Maintenance) 
relieving Indcoserve workers 
from shutdown duty 

ExW!09 

14-8-2000 

Order regarding deployment 
of Indcoserve workers 

ExWl 10 

25-8-2000} 

26-8-2IXX)} 



28- 8-2(XX)} 

29- 8-2(XX)} 

Daily Schedule-Field on site 

Ex W112 

28-9-20(X) 

Leave sanction form of Indco¬ 
serve employee signed by 
Deputy Manager (Quality 
Control) 

ExW113 

31-8-1999 

Letter from Manager 
(Personnel) to a member of 
the Union 

Ex W114 

5-7-2000 

Letter from Manager 
(Personnel) to a member of • 
the Union 

ExWl 15 

l-8-20(X) 

Letter from Manager 
(Personnel) to a member of 
the Union 

Ex W116 

3-3-1998 

Representation on behalf of 
the workers regarding 
Permanency 

ExW117 

20-6-1998 

Letter of the Petitioner Union 
to the Conciliation Officer 

ExWl 18 

15-10-1998 

Representation on behalf of 
the workers regarding 
Permanency 

ExW119 

26-6-1997 

Comments furnished by the 
Management to the Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner 

ExWl 20 

6-5-1987 

Registration Certificate issued 
to M/s. Chennai Petroleum 
Corporation Limited under the 
Contract Labour (Regulation 
and Abolition) Act, 1970 


ExW121 - List of employees of M/s. 

Chennai Petroleum Corporation 
Limited deputed to 
Madras Refineries Limited 
INDCO Service Society 
Limited 

ExW122 - Deputation and recall 

orders issued by 
M/sChennai Petroleum 
Corporation Ltd.deputing its 
employees to the services of 
M/s. Madras Refineries 
Limited INDCO Service 
Society Limited and 
recalling them back 

ExWIZl - Volume-2 (Part-1), Volume-3 

(Series) (Part-2), and Volume-4 

(Part-3) -Index to the docu¬ 
ments filed by the Chennai 
(Series) Petroleum 
Corporation Ltd.—List of 
employees of M/s. Madras 
Refineries Limited 
INDCO Service Society Ltd. 
who were subsequently 
appointed in M/s. Chennai 
Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 
and copies of orders of 
appointment issued to them 


ExWl 24 

5-5-1999 

Charge Sheet issued to 

S. Ramachantiran 

ExW125 

31-5-1999 

Notice appointing the 

Enquiry Officer 

ExWl 26 

31-5-21X10 

Order of punishment issued 
to S. Ramachundran 

ExWl 27 

- 

Photograph of R1 Society’s 
TinieOlfice 

ExW128 

- 

Photograph of the Punching 
Machine of Rl Society Office 

ExWl 29 

- 

Photograph ofRi Society 
Building 

On the Management’s side 

ExJVo. 

Date 

Description 

ExMl 


All the statutory liability and 
insurance liabilities for the 
workers involsvcd in this 
dispute are to be home by 
the 2nd Respondent 


4049 Gi/10—18 
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(*M 3faWT 255/87) t, ^ TTriFTC 

^1 29-9-2010 ^Y Wtt ?3n «ni 

[U 3^-29011/12/86-^^-111 (^Y)3 
^TeT <KK3^, 3Tf^lfl 

New Delhi, the 29th September, 2010 

S.O. 2689. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 255/87) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M. P. State Mining Corporation Ltd. 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Govemmoit on 29-9-2010. 

[No. L-29011/12/86-Pt D-HI(B)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/255/87 


Mines, whose names are given in the annexure, on 
the basis of minimum rates of wages fixed at daily 
rate and to other employees working in similar jobs 
in the scale of pay fixed for employees of the 
corporation is justified? If not to what relief are the 
concerned workmen entitled?” 

2. The case of the Union/workmen in short is that the 
workmen were working in Bahmore Lime of M.P. State 
Mining Corporation since 1987 in different categories of 
works. They were paid daily wages whereas the employees 
who were working same and similar job as permanent 
emplyees were being paid the scale of pay of Rs 1260— 
1800with other allowances. These workmen were not paid 
the wages at par with the permanent employees. They are 
entitled to get the same and similar wages for same and 
similar work done on the principle of “equal pay for eq ual 
wotk”. It is submitted that the management be directed to 
pay similar pay scale from the date of appointment to the 
workmen. 

3. The management appeared and contested the 
reference by filing written statement in the case. The case 
of the management interalia is that the workmen were not 
members of Satna Stone and Lime Workers Union and the 
Union was not entitled to raise dispute of these workmen. 
The workmen were casual daily wages employees and the 
wages were being paid on the basis of minimum Wages 
Act. It is stated that the daily wages emplyees are of different 
category and therefore the principle of same work same 
pay is not applicable in their case. On these grounds the 
reference be answered in favour of the management. 

4. On the basis of pleadings, following issues are 

framed. 


Presiding Officer: Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan 

The General Secretary, 

Satna Stone & Lime Workers Union, 

79/10, Krishna Nagar, 

Satna (MP) ... Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Mines Manager, 

M.P. State Mining Corporation Ltd., 

Rajendra Nagar, Satna (MP) ...Management 

AMARD 

Passed on this 9th day of August, 2010 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-2901 l/l2/86-D.III(B) dated 
14/15-12-07 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:— 

“Whethff the action Of the management of M. P. 
State Mining Corporation Ltd., Satna in making 
paymmt to certain employees at Bamhore Limestone 


I. Whether the workmen are entitled to get wages 
in the scale of pay fixed for permanent 
employees of the corporation on the basis of 
equal pay for equal work? 

D. If so, what relief the workmen are entitled to? 

5. On the pleadings of both the parties, it is evident 
that the foilowing facts are admitted facts— 

1. The workmen were working in Bahmore Lintc 
of M. P. State Mining Corporation as daily 
wages casual employees. 

2. Their wages were being paid on the basis of 
Minimum Wages Act. 

3. They were doing same work as was being done 
by the permanent employees. 

6. Issue No. 1 

The Union has examined only one witness ui support 
of the case. The union witness Shri Mahender Singh is one 
of the workman. He has stated that he is member of the 
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Union alongwith other workmen of the case and were 
working inBahmore Lime Stone Mines. He has stated that 
in addition to daily wages, they are entitled to DA, house 
rent, medical allowance etc.. These workmen were doing 
same and similar work as of the permanent employees and 
were entitled similar wages on theprinciple of equal wages 
for equal work. He has stated that the management refused 
to pay the difference of wages. He has been cross-examined. 
Hehas admitted that he was working as daily wages casual 
employee and that time he was not regularized. Thus it is 
established that he was casual employee and was being 
paid minimum wages though he was also doing the same 
job of permanent employee. 

7. The learned counsel has relied the decisions 
repotted in AIR 1987 S C.2049 Bhagwan Das and others 
Versus State of Haryana and others, AIR 1986 S.C. 584 
Surendsr Singh &ors. versus The Engineer-in-chief, CPWD 
and others and (1988)3 SCC 354 Jaipal and others versus 
State of Haryana and other wherein it is propounded that a 
temporary or casual employee performing the sameduties 
and functions is entitled to the same pay as paid to a 
permanent employee. The learned counsel submitted that 
the workmen were entitled to same wages as of the 
permanent employees. 

8. The learned counsel for the management urged 
that now the view of the Hon’ble Apex Court has been 
changed specially in Uma Devi’s case reported in 
2006(109) FLR 826 (S.C). The learned counsel has relied a 
decision reported in 2007( 112) FLR 678 Gajendra Kumar 
Pandey and State of U.P and other wherein the cases of 
State of Haryana vrs Jasmer Singh & ors, 1997(75) FLR 776 
(SC) and Secretary, State of Karnataka and others versus 
Umadevi (3) and others, 2006( 109) FLR 826 S.C. are 
discussed. The Hon’ble High Court held that. 

“Para-7 

Earlier also the question of applicability of the scale 
of pay to a daily wager was considered in the case of State 
of Haryana v. Jasmer Singh and others, and it was held that 
daily rated workers cannot be equated with regularly 
appointed workmen for the purposes of their wages. They 
are not selected in the manner in which regular employees 
are selected. They are not required to possess 
qualifications prescribed for regular workers. Also other 
eligibility qualification prescribed under the rules for regular 
appointments are neither applicable nor required while 
engaging a person on daily wage basis. The quality 
performed by such persons cannot be equated being 
different in educational or technical qualifications, which 
may have a bearing on skill, which the holders bring to 
their job although their designation may be the same. It 
was clearly held in para-11 of the judgment that a daily 
wager neither can be equated with regular workers for the 
purposes of wages nor can claim minimum of the regular 
pay scale of the regularly employed persons. Again in the 


case of Stateof Haryana and another v.Tilak Raj and others, 
it was held that the scale of pay is attached to a definite 
post and since a daily wager does not hold a post, therefore, 
salary in a scale of pay to a daily wager cannot be claimed. 
It was also observed that the respondent Workers cannot 
be said to hold any post to claim even a comparison with 
the regular and permanent staff tor any or all purposes 
including a claim for equal pay and allowances.” 

“Para-8 

Recently a Constitution Bench has considered the 
question of applicability of regular pay scale and also 
whether a daily wager can be treated at par with the 
regularly selected employees. InthecaseofSecretaiy, Slate 
of Karnataka and others v. Utnadevi(3) and others, the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in para-48 observed as under. 

“ It was then contended that the rights of the 
employees thus appointed, under Articles 14 & 16 of the 
Constitution, are violated. It is stated that the State has 
treated the employees unfairly by employing them on less 
than minimum wages and extract ing work front them for a 
pretty long period in comparison with those directly 
recruited who are getting more wages or salaries fordoing 
similar work. The employees before us were engaged on 
daily wages in the concerned department on a wage that 
was made known to them. Thae is no case that the wage 
agreed upon was not being paid. Those who are working 
on daily wages formed a class by themselves, they cannot 
claim that they are discriminated as against those who have 
been regularly recruited on the basis of the relevant rules. 
No right can be founded on an employment on daily wages 
to claim that such employee should be treated on a par 
with a regularly recruited candidate, and made permanent 
in employment, even assuming that the principle could be 
invoked fordaiming equal wages for equal work. There is 
no fundamental right in those who have been employed on 
daily wages or temporarily or on contractual basis, to claim 
that they have a right to be absorbed in service. As has 
been held by this Court, they cannot be said to be holders 
of a post, since, a regular appointment could be made only 
by making appointments consistent with the requirements 
of Aitides 14 & 16 of the Constitution, The right to be 
treated equally with the other employees employed on daily 
wages, cannot be extended to a claim for equal treatment 
with those who were regularly employed. That would be 
treating unequals as equals. It cannot also be relied on to 
claim a right to be absoibed in service even though they 
have never been selected in terms of the relevant recruitment 
rules. The arguments based on Articles 14 & 16 of the 
Constitution are therefore ovemded.” 

Thus it is clear that the daily wages employees cannot 
claim same pay on the basis of the principle of “same work 
same pay”. This issue is decided against the workmen and 
in favour of the management. 
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9. Issue No. II 

On the basis of the discussion made above, the 
workmen are not entitled to any relief. Accordingly the 
reference is answered agamst the Union/workmen. 

10. In the result, the award is passed without any 
order tc costs. 

11. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
^f^rft/29 2010 

^T.3TT. 2690.— I* 1947 ( 1947 

14 ) ^ 17 ^ 34 4, aflftwr? 

S-hV-Uvt ^nrft fcifa.k ^ wrh ^ Ph^WT afl? 
3^4 +4^' «frq, srjg'q 4' atertPTfT 3 
4«ilPich stfirawsro ^rrqrePT-i, $ 
W C*M TO 29/2007) ^ y+lfVId Wf t, # 

TTOiR ^ 29-9-2010 ^4 3HRT IJ3TF t 

[ 4. 45=1-17012/6/2007 - 3^ sm (94) ] 

New Delhi, the 29th September, 2010 

S.O, 2690.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the aw;trd (Ref. No. 29/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-1, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29-9-2010. 

[No. L-17012/6/2007-1R(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMARSHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR COURT-1 
CHANDIGARH. 

Case No. LD. No. 29/2007 

Sii. K;iram Chatul S/o Sh. Dhani Ram 
R/o VPO Jayanti Majri,Tehsil Kharar, 

Distt. Ropar. ...Applicant 

Versus 

i. The Regional Manager, 

OICL, Regional Office, 

The Oriental Insurance Compjuiy Ltd. 

Surindcra Building, SCO 110-111, 

Sector 17-D, Chandigarh. 


2. The Branch Manager, 

Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd., 

SCO No. 1076-77, Sector 22-B, 

Chandigarh. ... Respondents. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the workman Sh.K.L. Arora, Advocate. 

For the Management Sh. T.S. Gujral, Advocate. 

AWARD 

Passed on 17-9-10 

Government of India vide Notification No. L-17012/ 
6/2007 IR(M) dated 10-05-2007 by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act) referred the following 
Industrial dispute for adjudication of this Tribunal 

“Whether the action of the management of Oriental 
Insurance Co. in terminating the services of 
Sh. KaramChandw.e.f. 16-10-2004 without following 
the provisions of Section 25F and 25G of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 is legal and justified? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled to?” 

After receiving the reference parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. On 
perusal of the pleadings of the workman, the case of the 
workman in nutshell is that he was engaged by the 
management of Oriental Insurance Company as Helper on 
daily wages (Torn 10-12-2001 and had continuously worked 
with the management when his services were terminated 
by the Branch Manager on 16-10-2004 His services were 
terminated without notice or one month wages in lieu of 
notice and without payment of lawful retrenchment 
compensation. The termination was illegal and void being 
against the provisions of the Act. He has completed 240 
days of work in the preceding year from the dale of his 
termination. He was paid wages in different names. 
Sometimes the voucher was prepared in his name and 
sometimes the same was prepared in the name of other 
persons like; Kewal, Mega Ram, Karamjit Singh, Kala etc. 
The above names were fictitious and actual payment was 
received by the workman Karam Chand. it was unlawful 
labour pact ice committal by the responsible management. 
It was further contended by the management that alter 
termination ol his services new hand were engaged for the 
same work without affording the opportunity to work to 
the workman. It is also violative of provisions of the Act. 

On the basis of above facts the workman has prayed 
for an order to set aside his termination order with 
consequential order reinstating him into service with all 
benefits. 

The management of Oriental Insurance Compiuiy 
appeiired iuid denied the claim of the workman by filing 
written statement. Preliminary objection was raised that 
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Shri Karam Chand is not a workman as defined in the 
Industrial Disputes Act. He has not come to the court with 
clean hands as he had committed fraud with the 
management and court. The management relying on the 
several judicial pronouncements of Hon’ble the Apex 
Court and High Courts has contended that the party who 
has not come with bona fide and has committed fraud with 
the court has no right to claim any benefit. 

It was specifically denied by the management that 
no wages in the name of fictitious persons were paid to the 
woricman. It is furthermore contended that an in house 
inquiry was conducted by the management in which the 
Inquiry Officer came to the conclusion that workman in all 
has completed 232 days from 2001 to 2005 and has not 
completed 240 days in any of the calendar year he has 
worked with the management. 

It is again contended by the management that 
management is having its own rules and regulations 
regarding the public appointments. For engaging the 
workman such rules were not complied with. Hence, it was 
an illegal appointment and woricman accordingly, cannot 
agitate it before this Tribunal as per the law laid down by 
Apex Court in Uma Devi’s case. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity of 
being heard. Shri Karam Chand woricman filed his affidavit 
and he was cross-examined in detail by learned counsel for 
the management. On the other hand, on behalf of the 
management one Shri Amai]it Singh Sondhi filed his affidavit 
and he was cross-examined in detail by the learned counsel 
for the woricman. Shri Virendar Kumar Miglani also filed his 
affidavit on behalf of the management and he was also 
cross-examined by the learned counsel for the woricman. 

The workman filed as more as 311 documents in five 
sets. The nature of documents filed by the workman are: 

1. Statement of working days prepared by the 
workman on plain sheet. 

2. A certificate regarding his educational 
qualifications. 

3. The photo copies of vouchers containing the 
name of the workman and the name of some 
other persons. 

4. The photo copies of the entries made in the 
diary of Shri Ramesh Kumar Goyal. 

5. Photo copies of the receipts issued by Deepnet 
Communication. 

6 . Photo copies of disbursement/claim 
disbursement, general vouchers. 

7. Cash Memos and Bills of different companies. 

The management was asked to file the originals of 
above-mentioned documents but it failed to file on the 
pretext that the same are not traceable in the office. 


1 have heard the parties at length and perused the entire 
materials on record. The workman has come before this 
Tribunal for redressal of his grievances on two accounts :— 

1 . That he has completed 240 days of work with 

the management in the preceding year from 
the date of his termination and his services 
were terminated without notice or one month 
wages in lieu of notice and without payment 
of lawful terminal benefits, thus his termination 
is bad in law. 

2 That junior to him were engaged by the 
management for the same work without 
providing him any opportunity in violation of 
the provisions of the Act. 

The management has contended that the workman 
has not completed 240 days of work in any of the calendar 
year he has worked with it. The dispute before the Tribunal 
is whether the management was in the habit of paying the 
daily wages to the workman through vouchers made and 
prepared in the names of other persons? The workman has 
specifically mentioned and stated in his statement of claim 
that whenever he was paid wages on the vouchers 
prepared in the name of other persons he was signing that 
vouchers at the right hand side comer on the back of the 
vouchers. The signatures of workman on every voucher 
prepared in the name of different persons mentioned in the 
body of the award exist. When the witnesses of the 
management were asked whether the persons in whose 
name vouchers were made exists, and whether the same 
can be produced before the court, the answer given by the 
witnesses and the management was as follows :— 

“I cannot say whether the management can produce 
any person other than Karam Chand in whose name 
the vouchers were prepared and payment was made 
to Karam Chand? I cannot say anything about the 
documents Exhibit 16, 17, 18 and 19 and whether 
those vouchers have been prepared in the name of 
other persons and the payment was made good to 
the workman Karam Chand.” 

The witness further stated that 

“1 cannot say whether these documents were signed 
by the workman in the name of different persons.” 

This Tribunal also recorded the demur on witness. 
The Tribunal has recorded the demur in following words:— 

“After asking the question before reply the same 
face of the witness is trembling.” 

The witness fiirthermorc stated “I cannot say, as I 
was not present in the branch when vouchers were 
prepared in the name of different persons, those were 
signed by the workman in the name of different 
persons and payment of wages were made good to 
the workman on such vouchers.” 
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The witness fiatber taore staled-1 cannot produce 

any of the persons in evidence before this Tribunal 

in whose name the vouchers were made.” 

The above statement of management makes it clear 
that there is a strong force in the contention of the 
workman that vouchers were prepared in the name of other 
fictitious persons and payment was made good to the 
workman. The above claim of the workman by preparing 
the vouchers in the names of fictitious persons and 
payment of wages to the workman has not specifically 
been denied by the management but he has shown* his 
ignorance. Under the scenario the witness was cross- 
examined his demur support this settled law that sometimes 
silence is equivalent to speech; The witness has shown 
his ignorance about the fact and his silence on the facts, 
which had happened in the department. Thus, the 
contention of the workman that he was paid wages on the 
vouchers prepared in the name of other persons is 
established by the conduct of the witness of the 
management. It is unlawful labour practice. It is done to 
prevent the workman claiming any lawful benefits and 
exercising the lawful rights under the provisions of the 
Act. It cannot be expected from any management of 
responsible department of Government oflndia. 

The management has also stated that an in house 
inquiry was conductedby Shri Varinder Kumar Migiani, 
Regional Manager Human Resource Development. Hewas 
also examined by the Tribunal. In his cross-examination he 
has stated that in house inquiry also extended to the issue 
whether the vouchers were prepared in the name of other 
persons and payment was made good on the same 
vouchers to the workman? But in further cross-examination 
he has stated as follows; 

“It is correct that 1 have no knowledge or enquired 
into the matter in whose name the vouchers other than the 
vouchers prepared in the name of Karam Chand were 
prepared and to whonvthe payment was made good.” 

Thus, persons in whose name such vouchers were 
prepared were not placed before the in-house inquiry Officer 
and were not accordingly, examined. 

The workman has also filed the Photo copies of some 
entries in the diary. It is contended by the management 
that entries were personal. The name of workman Karam 
Chand figure in the diary and the statement regarding the 
work done by the workman is entered for both of the 
occasions when the vouchers repared in his name and 
were prepared in the name of other persons. After going 
through the entries ofthediaries, 1 am unable to accept the 
contention of the management that these were the 
personal diaries and have no concern with the official 
business of the officers. Thus, from the above discussions 
1 am of the view that the management was in the habit of 
preparing the vouchers in the name of fictitious persons 


and the payment was made good to the workman. It is 
undoubtedly unlawful labour practice conducted and 
committed by the management to prevent the workman to 
exercise his lawful rights under the provisions of the Act. 

The management has contended that workman is 
guilty of committing fraud and he has fabricated the 
documents. It is established before this Tribunal that the 
management was in the habit of paying daily wages on the 
vouchers prepared in the name of fictitious persons. I am 
unable to understand what moral or legal right 
management has to raise the issue of committing fraud by 
workman? The management is talking about the equality 
under scenario where it was guilty of unlawful labour 
practice and undoubtedly can be termed as against, 
professional ethics. 

This Tribunal should not neglect the issue of 
disparity in status of parties. The status of parties before 
this Tribunal is of such nature that one party is always in 
the position to dominate the will of another It has been 
proved before this Tribunal in this case that management 
has dominated the will of the workman. In normal 
circumstances no man of prudent will receive payment of 
wages on the vouchers prepared in the name of another 
fictitious person. It was a socio-economic constraint before 
the workman that he has accepted the unlawful and illegal 
contention of the management in accepting the wages on 
vouchers prepared in the name of fictitious persons. This 
issue is not open to the management how and under what 
circumstances the workman has obtained the documents 
and filed before this Tribunal. The original document 
always lies in the custody of the management and good 
sense prevailed to the workman that he got zerox all of the 
documents; otherwise the fate would not be the same as 
management has stated that no original document is 
traceable without justifying its status. Where the original 
documents have been lost, what action the management 
has taken for loss of the documents has not been placed 
before this Tribunal? Thus, whether the workman is guilty 
of committing illegality mid working against the professional 
ethics, it does not give any opportunity to the management 
for raising the issue for committing fraud by the workman 
whereas the workman lias established that in fact the fraud 
was committed by the management? 

Oneof the contentions of the management has been 
that if the entire working days including the vouchers in 
the name of so called fictitious persons are considered ;uul 
counted, the workman has not completed 240 days of work 
in the preceding year prior to the date of his termination. I 
am further unable to accept this contention because the 
statement given by the workman clearly establish that he 
has completed 240 days of work in the preceding yc;tr front 
the date of his termination. It is admitted that no notice or 
one month wages in lieu of notice and retrenchment 
compensation was paid to the workman before terminating 
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his service. Thus, on this account the termination of the 
workman from service was illegal, void beingagamst the 
provisions of the Act. 

The workman has also challenged the termination 
on another account that fresh hands were engaged after 
his termination. The Industrial Disputes Act protects the 
right of any workman, whose services have been 
terminated by the management to get the work on priority 
if the similar nature of work is available. This right of the 
workman protected by the Industrial Disputes Act is 
absolute and not discretionary or directory. The witness 
of management Shri Amaijit Singh Sonfdhi in his cross- 
examination dated 19-04-2010 has stated as follows:— 

“As \ x record Azhar Khan has worked as daily 
waged worker from 3-05-2005 to 3-06-2005. As per 
record other persons have also worked as daily 
waged worker in the branch after the termination of 
the services of the workman.” 

Facts admitted need not to be proved. It is admitted 
by the management that after the termination of the 
services of the workman other persons were engaged on 
daily wages on similar work the workman was working. 
Thus, the contention of the workman is well proved by 
admission of the management and by the documents filed 
and oral evidence adduced by the workman that fresh 
persons were engaged after the termination of the services 
of the workman on the same work the workman was 
working before his termination. Itis violativeof provisions 
of the Act and on this account the act of management is 
illegal and void being against the provisions of the Act. 

The management has placed before me several 
judicial pronouncements. 1 have gone through all the 
judicial pronouncements but I amunableto refer any ofthe 
judicial pronouncements because it relates to the fraud 
committed by the workman or completion of 240 days 
before the termination. I have gone through all the case 
laws and the facts of judicial pronouncements are different 
than the instant case. Most of the cases are under the 
provisions of Evidence Act and the Civil Procedure Code. 
It is well established law of service jurisprudence that 
provisions of Evidence Act and Civil Procedure Code are 
not applicable before the Industrial Tribunal. It is justice, 
equality and good conscious, which prevails in the matter 
of procedure as well before the Tribunal. 

On the basis of above discussions, I am of the view 
that termination of the workman on both of accounts was 
illegal and void being against the provisions of the Act. 

It is also important to mention that themanagement 
has tried to link the issue of illegal termination with the 
regularization ofthe services ofthe wortanan. Uma Devi’s 
case of Hon’ble the Apex Court is relating to the 
regularization of the services of any person who was 
entered the public appointment by way of back door 


entry. By subsequent judicial pronouncements, Hon’ble 
the Apex Court has made it clear that view taken by the 
Hon’ble the Apex Court in Uma Devi’s case is not applicable 
in Industrial Disputes pending before different Tribunals 
under the Industrial Disputes Act. 

It is further made clear that issue before this Tribunal 
is relating to the illegal termination and not relating to ihe 
regularization ofthe services. The Industrial Disputes Act 
has not barred the termination ofthe services of a daily 
waged worker but has regulated it. The termination is 
regulated in the sense that if the services of a daily waged 
worker are no more required, his services can be terminated 
by giving one month notice or by payment of one month 
wages in lieu of notice and by payment of lawful termination 
dues, if it is not, the termination ofthe workman shall be 
illegal and voidabinitio. 

The Industrial Disputes Act also protects one more 
right of retrenchees. If after termination ofthe services of 
the workman, the services of daily waged worker for the 
same nature of work are required, preference shall be given 
to the persons, who have already worked with the 
management as daily waged worker. This right is an absolute 
right even for those workers who have worked for even tor 
a day or fbr few hours. In the present industrial dispute the 
workman Raram Chand has continuously worked from 2001 
to 2004: His services were illegally terminated arid for the 
same nature of work fresh hands were engaged. It is also 
violation of absolute right of theworkman. 

When the act of the management is declared to be 
violative of lawful rights of the workman under the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, there are two possible 
remedies available to theworkman. The first remedy is the 
reinstatement of workman on the same position he was 
previously working before his termination. The second 
remedy is the payment of reasonable compensation. It is 
the settled law of service jurisprudence that priority should 
be given for reinstatement of the workman on the same 
position he was previously working before his termination 
and under exceptional circumstances order for payment of 
compensation should be passed. It has also developed a 
good law of service jurisprudence that Tribunal should 
restrain for passing of order for reinstatement casually. If 
the facts and circumstances of this case are perused, it is 
clear that management is guilty of committing unlawful 
labour practice as defined in the Industrial Disputes Act. 
Moreover, after terminating the services of the workman 
illegally, for same nature of work fresh persons were 
engaged: This act ofthe management inspired this Tribunal 
to remedy the cause of workman by an order of his 
reinstatement into sendee with-ftlftback wages. It is hereby 
made clear that order of reinstatement is relating to the 
reinstatement on the same position and wages (subject to 
enhancement as per rules) on which the workman was 
previously working before the date of his termination, 1? 
has-no concern with the regularization of services because 
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the regularization of services of a daily waged worker is 
within exclusive domain of the management according to 
law. 

Accordingly, the management is directed to reinstate 
the services of the workman within one month from the 
date of publication of the award along with back wages. 
The reference is accordingly, answered. Let Central 
Government be approached for publication of the award, 
and thereafter, file be consigned to the record room, 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

29f*ffiRT,2010 
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14) 17 ^ 

sfte, arjpj f¥^ aflertfiw fw* 3 
7TWK aflsj)Pl=b 3lf*F£W9PT «IWI<rW, ^ 

25/2007) M+lfVId URcft ^ 

^ 29-9-2010 W $WT *ni 

[4 ^-30011/38/2007-311$ 3TR (t^R) ] 
'hHd 1K3^, arftPFR) 

New Delhi, the 29th September, 2010 

S*0. 2691*—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 25/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Emakulam now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Kochi Refineries Ltd. Ambalamughal 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 29-9-2010. 

[No. L-3001 l/38/2007-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT1NDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri. P.L. Norbert, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 

(Friday the 27th day of August, 2010/5th Badrapadham, 
1932) 

ID. No, 25/2007 

Unions : 1. The Cochin Refinery Workers’ 

Association (CRWA), Ambalamughal, 
Kochi Rfienery, Kochi 
(Kerala)- 682 302 

By Adv. Sri. K.S. Madhusoodanan 

2. The General Secretary, 

Kochi Refineries Employees Union, 
Ambalamughal. 

By Adv. Sri. C. Anil Kumar 


Management: TheGeneral Manager (HRM), 

Kochi Refineries Ltd., 

Ambalamughal, Cochin- 682 302 

By Adv. M/s Motion & Pai 
This case coming up for hearing on 26-(>S-201 1 ), this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 27-08-2010 passed the 
following: 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10( l)(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The reference is: 

“Wheather the action of the management of 
M/s. KRL of M/s. BPCL in fixing the basic pay on 
promotion to managerial position of first line 
Supervisors at a rate less than what they were 
drawing before their promotion is fair and justifiable? 
If not, to what relief they are entitled?” 

2. The facts of the case in brief are as follows:—The 
workers association is questioning the correctness of pay 
fixed in respect of workers promoted to managerial posts. 
They contend that while promoting workmen to officer 
category the pay fixed is less than what they were drawing 
before promotion. As per long term settlement applicable 
to workers they tire entitled to annual increment at 4% of 
basic pay and on promotion to higher grades another 2% 
of basic pay. A group of 66 affected officers had submitted 
a representation to the management about the anomaly 
fixing the pay. But it was not favourably considered by the 
management. As a result every such officer is loosing 
Rs. 500 to 1500 per month in basic pay alone from 1 -8-1998. 
Hence the union wants the management to re-fix the pay of 
employees promoted as A Grade Officers alter 1-8-1998. 

3. The management contends in the written statement 
that the disputes is not maintainable as the workers 
association has no locus standi to raise a dispute on behalf 
of officers and this court has no jurisdiction to adjudicate 
the issue relating to officers. While promoting, the 
management had informed that their basic pay on promotion 
would be such and such. Having accepted the scale of pay 
and promotion they are estopped from challenging the 
same. While the pay of officers was revised in 1997 the pay 
of workers was revised later in 1998. At the time of revision 
DA was merged in basic pay in both cases. On 01-08-1998 
when the workers’ pay was revised and DA was merged in 
basic pay their DA was 0% while that of officers was 
10.83%. Hence as on 01-08-1998 the basic pay of workers 
was more and DA less, while the basic pay of officers was 
less and DA more. If the pay was revised in accordance 
with the Long Term Settlement applicable to workmen that 
would lead to an anomalous situation and they would enjoy 
double benefit and junior officers would get higher pay 
than their seniors. The total emoluments of the promotees 
is not less than what they were drawing prior to their 
promotion. The management is extending promotional 
increment in terms of Long Term Settlement. The claim of 
the union is to be rejected. 
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4. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration. 

1. Is the dispute maintainable? 

2; Whether the pay of promotees is correctly fixed? 

5. The evidence consists of the oral testimony of 
W W1 and documentary evidence of Exts. W1 to 10 on the 
side of the union and MW 1 and M1 to M4 on the side of 
management. 

6. Point No. 1:—The workers’ association has taken 
up the cause of pay fixation in respect of officers of the 
company. Their esse is that the pay of about 66 workmen 
who were promoted as A Grade Officers was fixed at a 
lower scale than what they were drawing prior to their 
promotion. The management in written statement (para-3) 
contends that the workers’ association has no locus standi 
to espouse die cause of officers. They are two different 
and distnnet categories and there cannot by any grievance 
for the workers regarding the pay of officers. It was 
vehemently argued by the learned counsel for unions 1 and 
2 that the management is estopped from questioning the 
jurisdiction of this court to decide the dispute because it 
was on their submission before Hon’hle High Court in OP 
15632/2005 that the remedy of officers is to approach 
Industrial Forum under ID Act through workers’ union, 
dial is was disposal off without entering into the merits of 
the ease. The dichotomous stand taken by the management 
in OP and in ID has created an embarrassing situation. But 
the Hon’hle High Court has not decided the question of 
jurisdiction which can be seen from the following 
observation in the judgment. 

•‘Accordingly, without prejudice to whatever rights 
the petitioners may have under the Industrial 
Disputes Act, the writ petition is dismissal”. 

It is to be noted that parlies by agreement cannot 
under jurisdiction on a Court which it does not have. 
Jurisdiction is an authority or power inherent in a Court to 
decide a list. Therefore it is fundamental to determine the 
question of jurisdiction first when there is doubt. 

7. The very reference indicates that the cause of 
supervisors and persons in the managerial position is 
espousal by workers’ union. S.2(k) of Industrial Disputes 
Act defines Industrial Dispute. 

(k) “Industrial dispute” means any dispute or 
difference between employers and employers, or 
between employers and workmen, or between 
workmen and workmen which is connected with the 
employment or non-employment or the terms of 
employment or with the conditions of labour of any 
person. 

K. According to the learned counsel for the union 
the words “any person” occurring in S2(k) would include 
non-workmen and hence the workers’ union can legitimately 
raise an industrial dispute in respect of officers and the 
workers who aspire for promotion arc interested in the 


dispute. According to the management no industrial dispute 
would lie concerning officers before an adjudicatory 
authority under the provisions of I.D.Act. The position is 
clarified by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Assam Chah 
Karmachari Sangha v. Dimakuchi Tea Estate 1958 1 L.L J. 
500 wherein it is held that the Industrial disputes Act is 
primarily meant for regulating the relations of employers 
and workmen. It draws a distinction between “workmen” 
as such and the “managerial or supervisory staff’, and 
confers benefit on the former only. It is observed that the 
expression ‘any person’ in S.2(k) of ID Act does not meiui 
anybody and everybody in the world, but limited to persons 
in whose employment or non-employment or terms of 
employment or conditions of labour the workmen, who 
raise the dispute as a class, have a direct or substantial 
interest. In the reported case the termination of service of 
an Assistant Medical Officer, Dr. JC.P Banerjee of 
Dimakuchi Tea Estate was questional by workers’ union. 
It was held that Dr. Banerjee was not a workman, that he 
bolongod to a different category,and that the workers’ 
union had no direct or substantial interest in the 
employment or non-employment of Dr. Baneijee, even if 
he was a member of the trade union. It is beneficial to 
extract relevant portions of the ‘judgment’. 

“It is clear from what has been stated above that the 
question whether Dr.K.P. Banerjee is or is not a 
workman within the meaning of the Act is no longer 
open to the parties and we must proceed on the 
footing that Dr. K.P. Banerjee was not a workman 
within the meaning of the Act iind then decide the 
question if the dispute in relation to the termination 
of his service still fell within the scope of the 
definition ol the expression “industrial dispute” in 
the Act”, (page 503). 

“The Act is primarily meant for regulating the 
relations ol employers and workmen— past, present 
and future. It draws a distinction between “workmen” 
as such and the managerial or superv isory stall, and 
confers benefit on the former only” (page 506). 

“Take, for example, another case where the workman 
raise an objection to the salary' or remuneration paid 
to a manager or chielTnaiical officer by the employer 
but without claiming any benefit for themselves, and 
let us assume that a dispute or difference .irises 
between the workmen on one side and the employer 
on the other .over such an objection. If such a dispute 
comes within the definition clause and is referral 
to an industrial tribunal for adjudication, the parties 
to the dispute will be the employer on one side and 
his workmen oil the other. The manager or the chief 
medical officer cannot obviously he a party to the 
dispute*, because he is not a “workman” within the 
meaning of the Act and there is not dispute between 
him and his employer. That being the position, the 
award, if any, given by the tribunal will be binding, 
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under Cl. (a) of S. 18, on the parties to the dispute 
and not on the manager or the chief medical officer. 
It is extremely doubtful if in the circumstances stated 
the tribunal can summon the manager or the chief 
medical officer as a party to the dispute, because 
there is no dispute between die manager or chief 
medical officer on one side and his employer on the 
other. Furthermore, S. 36 of die Act does not provide 
for representation of a person who is not a party to 
the dispute. If, therefore, an award is made by the 
tribunal in the case which were have taken by way 
of illustration, diat award, though binding on the 
employer, will not be binding on die manager or chief 
medical officer. It should be obvious diat the Act 
could not have contemplated ail eventuality of this 
kind, which does not promote any of the objects of 
the Act, but rather goes against them” (page 507). 

“The reason for the use of the expression “any 
person” in die definition clause is, however, not far 
to seek. The word “workman” as definal in the Act. 
(before the amendments of 1956) included, for the 
purpose of any proceedings under the Act in relation 
to an industrial dispute, a workman discharged during 
the dispute. This definition corresponded to S. 2(j) 
of die old Trade Disputes Act, 1929, except that the 
words “including an apprentice” were inserted and 
the words “industrial dispute” were substituted for 
the words “trade dispute”. It is worthy of note that 
in the Trade Disputes Act, 1929, the words 
“workman” meant any person employed in any trade 
or industry to do any skilled or unskilled manual or 
clerical work for hire or reward. It is clear enough 
that prior to 1956 when the definition of “workman” 
in the Act was further widened to include a person 
dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection 
with, or as a consequence of the dispute or whose 
dismissal, discharge or retrenchment led to the 
dispute, a workman who had been discharged earlier 
and not during the dispute was not a workman within 
the meaning of tile Act. If the expression “any 
person” in the third part of the definition clause were 
to be strictly eqnatal with “any workman”, then 
there umld be no industrial dispute, prior to 1956, 
with regard to a workman who had been discharged 
earlier Ilian Ihc dispute, even though the discharge 
itself had fed to the dispute. That seems to be the 
reason w hy the legislature used the expression “any 
person” inlhelhird part of the definition clause so 
as lo put it beyond any doubt that file non- 
employment of such a dismissed workman was also 
within the ambit of an industrial dispute. There was 
a wide gap between a “w orkman” and an “employee” 
under die definition of the word “workman” in S.2(s) 
as it stood prior to 1956; all existing workmen were 
no doubt employees; but all employees were not 
work nun. The supervisory stall did not come within 


the definition. The gap has been reduced to some 
extent by the amendments of 1956; part of the 
supervisory staff (who draw wages not exceeding 
five hundred repees per mensem) and those who 
were otherwise workmen but were discharged or 
dismissed earlier have also come wit Inn the 
definition. If and when the gap is completely 
bridged,“workmen” will be synonymous with 
“employees” whether engaged m any skilled or 
unskilled manual, supervisory, technical or clerical 
work, etc. But till the gap is completely obliterated, 
there is a distinction between workmen and non¬ 
workmen and that distinction has an important 
bearing on the question before us. Limitation (3) as 
formulated by learned counsel lor the appellants 
ignores the distinction altogether mid expiates “any 
person” w r ilh “any employee” —past, persent or 
future; this, we do not think, is quite correct or 
consistent will the other provisions of the Act. The 
Act avowedly gives a restricted meaning to the word 
“workman” and almost all the provisions o! the Act 
are intended to confer benefits on that class of 
persons who generally answer to the description of 
wmrkmen. The expression “anv person" m the 
definition clause means, in our opinion, a person in 
whose employment, or non-employment, or terms of 
employment, or conditions of labour the w orkmen as 
a class have a direct or substantial interest--with w hom 
they have, under the scheme of the Act. a community 
of interest. Our reason for so holding is not merely 
that the Ael makes a distinction between workmen 
and non-workmen, but because a dispute to be a real 
dispute must be one in which the parties to the 
dispute have* a direct or substantial interest, ('an it 
be said that workmen as a class are direcliv or 
substantially interested in the employment, non- 
employment, terms of employment or conditions of 
labour of persons who belong to the supervisory 
staff and are, under provisions ol’lhe Act. uon- 
workmcn on whom the Act has conferred no benefit, 
w r ho cannot by themselves be parties to an industrial 
dispute and for whose representation the Act makes 
no particular provision*/ We venture to think that 
the answer must be in the negative” (page 508 A 
509). 

“In the case before us. Dr. K.P. Banetjee was not a 
“workman”. He belonged to the medical or technical 
staf]—aditferent category altogether from workmen. 
The appellants had no direct, nor substantial interest 
in his employment or non-employment, and even 
assuming that he was a member of the same trade 
union, it cannot be said, on tile tests laid dow n by 
us, that the dispute regarding Ins termination of 
service w as an industrial dispute within the meaning 
ofS.2(k)of the Act” (page 513). 
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In another decision, All India R.B.E. Association v. 
Reserve Bank of India 1965 II L.L.J. 175 it is observed: 

“.But workmen cannot take up a dispute 

in respect of a class of employees who are not 
workmen and m whose terms of employment those 
workmen have no direct interest of their own. What 
direct interest suffices is a question of fact, but it 
must be a real and positive interest and not fanciful 

or remote.”(pg-188). 

In Mukand Ltd. v. Mukand Staff and Officers 
Association 2004 (2) L.L.N. 122 it is observed. 

"According to Sn. Ashok Desai, learned senior 
counsel, the phrase “any person” in S.2(k) and S. 18 of the 
Act includes a non-workman who was a workman but 
retired, resigned or otherwise left the services of the 
employer during the pendency of the dispute under 
reference. It also includes a person who was not a workman 
when the dispute was referred for adjudication but joined 
the services of the employer as a workman during the 
pendency of the proceedings. In this regard, it may be 
pointed out that the contention the respondent-association 
that the phrase “;my person” employed in S.2(k) and S.18 
covers non-workmen was not accepted in Narendra Kumar 
Sen case (A J R. 1953 Bom. 325) (vide supra), theDimakuchi 
Tea Estate [(1958) S.C.R. 1156] case (vide supra), the 
Reserve Bank of India case [ 1996 (1) L. L.N. 465 = (1996) 1 
S.C.R.25] and in Greaves Cotton Company, Ltd [(1971) 2 
S.C.C. 658], case. This Court in those cases has also rejected 
the contention regarding “community of interest” between 

workmen and non-work men ” (para-54). 

“The above submission of learned counsel for the 
appellant is well founded under the Act. Disputes 
can be raised only by t he workmen with the employer. 
The workmen, however, can in appropriate cases 
espouse the cause of non-workmen if there is 
community of interest between the workmen and the 
non-workmen. In the instant case, it is an admitted 
fact that the community of interest or estoppel has 
never been pleaded ;uid the findings rendered by 
the High Court on this issue is in the absence of 
pleadings. If the non-workmen arc given the status 
and protection available to the workmen, it would 
mean that the entire machinery and procedure of the 
Act would apply to the non-workmen with regard to 
their employment/non-eniployment, the terms of 
employment, the conditions of labour etc. This would 
cast on the appellant-company the onerous burden 
of compliance with the provisions of the Act in 
respect of the non-workmen. In our view, the situation 
is not envisaged by the Act which is solely designed 
to protect the interests or the workmen as defined in 

S.2(s)ofthe Act.“(para-62). 

9. In the light of the aforementioned decisions of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court on the subject no further 
discussion is required to hold that no cause of officers of 
Kochi Refinery can betaken up by workers’ association or 


union. Therefore it has to be held that there is no industrial 
dispute within the meiuiing of S.2(k) of Industrial Disputes 
Act and this court has no jurisdiction to adjudicate the 
dispute. 

10. Point No.2: In view of the above finding on 
jurisdiction it is not necessary to deal w ith the real dispute. 
But for the sake of completeness I propose to dwell upon 
the second point as well. The grievance of the union is that 
the basic pay of officers Gradc-A on promotion is less than 
what they were drawing prior to their promotion. There are 
7 categories of workmen as seen front Clause 11.1 of Long 
Term Settlement of2002, Ext.W8. The officers have eight 
grades, i.e. Grade-A to H as deposed by MW I, Manager 
(Administration) of the company. According to the union 
due to the wrong fixation of basic pay 84 promoters are 
affected. To clarify the position the union has produced an 
order of promotion issued to Sn Balaknshnan T and Ins 
pay slips. Ext.Ml is the order of promotion issued on 
1-10-2003. He was promoted as Engineer Grade A. Exts.W5 
and 6 are pay slips, which show that his basic pay in the 
officer Grade-A was fixed in 2003 at Rs. 14,980. Ext.W4 is 
the payslip of Balaknshnan as workman Grade- VII and the 
basic pay immediately prior to promotion in August 2003 
was Rs. 15,666. According to the union he was entitled to 
gel Rs. 16,666 as basic pay on promotion. Similarly 
promoted employees have been deprived of the eligible 
increase in their basic pay on promotion. It is umiendcd 
by the union that at any rate the management has no right 
to reduce the basic pay from what they were drawing prior 
to their promotion. According to the learned counsel for 
the management the union is estopped from questioning 
the correctness of basic pay of promoters as (he !aUu 
were informed at the time of promotion that (hrirhasi: njw 
would be such ami such. Having accepted that offu the;, 
cannot turn row id and challenge the same thereafter Lxt.M! 
is an order of promotion wherein the basic pay in the 
promoted post is mentioned. But prior to the order of 
promotion the concerned employee was not informal and 
he was not given an option either to accept the promotion 
or pay in the promoted post. Ext.M2 is the pay fixation of 
Sn Balaknshnan as workman and as officer Grade-A. Unlike 
contended by the learned counsel for 1 lie management the 
workman had no option to challenge the pay fixation before 
he could accept the order of pro mot ion. MW I in Ihecrnss- 
examination admitted that thepromolees are entitled to ail 
the benefits of Long Term Settlement applicable to the 
workmen at thetimeoftheir promotion. He also admits ihat 
such employees are entitled to get 6% increase in their 
basic pay on promotion. He lias staled th.it pay of officers 
is fixed as per Government Order basal on pay commission 
report and revision ol pay is made every Kith year. I lehas 
also stated that the management lias issued guidelines lor 
fixing officers’ pay and accordingly officers pay is fixed. 
However the management has not produced the same. It is 
to be noted that despite the repeated oral direction of tile 
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court to the management to produce the pay fixation order, 
there is no response. The unions it seems have applied 
under Right to Information Act to furnish information 
regarding pay fixation. But the union has not yet obtained 
the information. 

11. Prima-facie the fixation of basic pay of officers 
appears to be anomalous. Sri. Balakrishnan T. one of the 
affected officers’ basic pay just prior to his promotion was 
Rs. 15,666 (as worker) and after promotion it is Rs. 14,980 
The management is not justified in reducing the basic pay 
in die normal course except under disciplinary proceedings. 
The management has not been able to point out with 
reference to either Government order or any guideline 
issued by the management, the mode of fixation of basic 
pay. The reason stated by management for reducing the 
basic pay is to avoid possible hike in pay of junior officers. 
But that is not a valid reason for reducing the pay of a 
promotee. If proper fixation of pay creates any anomaly in 
the pay of junior and senior officers it is for the management 
to rectify it without reducing the legitimate basic pay of 
promotees. 

12. It was submitted by the learned counsel for the 
unions that as per Ext.W8 Long Term Settlement Clause 13 
and 14, every workman is entitled to get annual increment 
at a certain percentage of basic pay in proportion to their 
grades, and on promotion over and above that increase, 
another increase of 2% of basic pay. So far as a Grade- VII 
worker is concerned the annual increment is 4% of basic 
pay. On promotion he would get above 4%, another 2% of 
increase in basic pay. Tlius altogether he is entitled to get 
6% increase in basic pay. In para 13 of the written statement 
of the management it is admitted that ‘Ihe management is 
extending promotional increment in terms of Long Term 
Settlement. The management has not denied the 
promotional increment provided in the settlement to the 
prejudice of the workman as alleged in para 4 of the claim 
statement”. Thus the management admits that the Grade-Vll 
workmen on promotion would get 6% increase in his basic 
pay. If that be so I fail to understand how Sri. Balakrishnan 
who was a Vllth Grade workman and was drawing a basic 
pay of Rs. 15,666 is given a basic pay of Rs. 14,980 on 
promotion as Engineer Grade-A. It was argued by the 
learned counsel for the management that the Long Term 
Settlement is applicable only to workmen and not to officers. 
It is true that LTS is in respect of workmen only. But Clause 
13 and 14 relate to those workmen who are just promoted 
to officer category and which is admitted as pointed out 
above in their written statement, para 13 Besides MW1 
has also admitted this fact. Though the learned counsel for 
the unions referral to clause 8.3 of Ext. W9 standing orders 
it does not relate to officer category, but to promotion 
among workmen. It is submittal by the 1 carnal counsel for 
the unions that an employee is given increase in basic pay 
in recognition of his able, efficient and loyal service to the 
company service to the company (Clause 9.1 of Exl.W9 


standing orders). Though the union had given Exis.Wl 
and 2 representations to the management they were not 
considered favourably by the management. Hence the 
dispute was raisal. The management has not been able to 
explain and justify on what basis or as per what guidelines 
the basic pay is reduced. Except under disciplinary' action 
the pay of no employee can be reduced and more so when 
he is promoted. The point is answered accordingly. 

13. In view of the finding that tins court has no 
jurisdiction to decide the dispute no relief can be granted 
to the employees as required in the reference. An award is 
passed accordingly. 

The award will come into force one month after it> 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, in inscribed and 
typed by her, correctal and passed by me on this the 27th 
day of August, 2010. 

P.L. NORBERT, Presiding Ollicer 

Appendix 

Witness for the Unions 

WW1 - Balakrishnan T., Workman 

Witness for the Management 

MW 1 -Saranga Kumar R., Manager (Benefit Admit, t. 

Exhibits for the Unions 

W1 - Photocopy of the letter of Cochin Refineries 
Officers Association dated 22-01-2003 to the 
management. 

W2 - Photocopy of the complaint dated 24-06-2004 by 
Cochin Refineries Officers Association to the 
General Manager (HRM) KRL 
W3 - Photocopy of the E-mail sent by the General 
Manager (HR). 

W4 - Photocopy of the pay slip of employee 
T. Balakrishnan for the period from 01-OS-2003 to 
31-08-2003. 

W5 - -do-01-10-2003 to 31-10-2003. 

W6 - -do- 01-1 1-2003 to 31-11-2003. 

W7 - Photocopy of the notional fixation of pay of 
T. Balakrishnan. 

W8 - Long Term Settlement between management and 
Unions on 28-08-2002. 

W9 - Standing Orders of the company. 

W10 - Judgment in WP(C) No. 15632 of 2()05(J) 
did: 30-01-2006. 

Exhibits for the management 

Ml - Order of promotion issuai to Sri. Balakrishnan T. 
M2 - Pay fixation statement of Sri. Balakrishnan T. 

M3 - Calculation statement of DA of officers and 
workmen. 

M4 - Conduct, Discipline & Appeal Rules for 
Management Staff. 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 

S.O. 2692.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 58/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Trtbunal-Cum-Labour 
Court-2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 30-09-2010. 

[No. L-20012/44/2002-IR(C-I)] 

D. S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

Present: 

SHRIH. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d)ofthel. D. Act., 1947. 

Reference No. 58 of 2002 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
Katras Area of M's. BCCL and their workman. 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the workman : Mr. S.N. Goswami, 

Advocate 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. D.K. verma. 

Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry Coal 

Dated Dhanbad, the September 9th, 2010 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10 (l)(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/44/2002-IR(C-I), dated the 15th July, 2002. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the union forregularisation 
of Shri Chuni Lai Napit as Store Issue Clerk form the 
management of Salanpur Colliery under Katras Area 
of M/s. BCCL is justified ? If so, to what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled and from what date ?” 

2. In this case both the parlies appe;tred through 
their authorised representative and filed their respective 
Written Statement, Rejoinders, documents etc. Thereafter 
the reference proceeded along its course. Subsequently at 
the stage of oral evidence of the parties when the reference 
was fixed both the parties appeiired and the representative 
of the workman by filling a petition under signature of the 
concerned workman submitted prayer to pass a *No dispute’ 
Award on the ground that the dispute in question has 
been settled out of the Court. The authorised representative 
of the management raised no objection in view of the prayer 
made on behalf of the workman. 

3. Perused the petition submitted on behalf of the 
workman and heard both sides. 

Since the dispute in question has settled and as the 
concerned workman has prayed to pass a ‘No dispute’ 
Award, I render a ‘No dispute’ Award in this reference 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute between 
the parties. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 

S.O. 2693.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.261/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relalion to the 
Management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workmen, which 
was receiver! by the Central Govemmenl on 30-09-2010. 

[No. L-20012/453/2001-IR(C-I)] 
D. S.S. SRINIVASA SRAO, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
1NDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL (No. 1) ATDHANBAD 
Present: 

SHRI H. M. SINGH. Presiding Officer 
In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
i 0( l )(d) of the I. D. Act.. 1947. 

Reference No. 261 of 2001 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 

BCCL and their workman. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the workman None 

On behalf of the employers None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated 2-9-2010 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10( 1 )(d) of the I D. Act.. 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. T-20012/453/2001, dated, the 29th November, 2001. 
SCHEDULE 

‘Whether the action of the management of BCCL in 
denying employment as per provision of NCWA-IV 
to Alta Bautin, Widowed daugter of late Bijali Baulin 
is justified ? If not, to what relief the said applicant 
entitled ? 

2. In this case both the parties abstained themselves 
from appearing this Tribunal in spite of the issuance of 
Regd. notice to them. It therefore appears that they are not 
willing to contest the case. The instant reference is of the 
year 2001 and since then it is pending for disposal. 

Since both the parties did not appear in this Tribunal 
and did not file W.S. a No dispute’ Award is passed in this 
Reference presuming non-existence of any industrial 
dispute between the parties. 

H. M. SINGH, PresidingOITicer 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 
S.O. 2694. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 252 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-1. 
Dhanbad as shown in the Annexurc, in the Industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 30-09-2010. 

[No. L-20012/429 2001-1K (C-l )| 
D. S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNM ENT 
INDUSTRlALTRlBUNAL(No. I) AT DHANBAD 
Present : 

SI 1R1 If M SINGH, Presiding Officer 
In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10{ l)(d)ofthc L D. Act., 1947 
Reference No. 252 of 2001 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management ol 

Si j ua Area of M/s. BCCL and their workman 
Appearances: 

On behalfoflhe workman None 

On behalf of the employers None 

State : Jharkhand Industry Coal 

Dated Dhanbad 6--9-20I0 

AWARD 

The Government of India. Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the ID. Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their (>u!er 
No. 1,-20012/429/200 i -IR (C-I), dated the 27th Novemhei. 
2001 . 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management in non 
regularisation of Shri Sita Ram Chouhan as clerical 
Gr. 1 is justified ? If not, to what rebel is the 
concerned workman entitled and from what date 
2. In this case neither the concerned workman nor 
the sponsoring union appeared before this Tribunal. 
Management side also abstained from appearing this 
'Tribunal. It appear from the record that the instant reference 
is of the year 2001 and since then it is pending for disposal. 
Since both the parties neither appeared nor filed then 
respective W.S. in spile of issuance of notices. <1 No 
dispute' Award is passed in this Reference presuming non 
existence of any industrial dispute between 1 he parlies 

H. M. S1NGI!, Presiding Ollicer 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 

S.O. 2695.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 81/95) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-1, Dhanbad 
as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the Management of 
M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 30-09-2010. 

[No. L-20012/3 82/1993-IR (C-I)) 

D. S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TH E C ENTRAL GOVERNM ENT 
INOUSTRIALTRIBUNAL(No. 1) AT DHANBAD. 

Present: SHRI H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10( l)(d) of the I. D. Act., 1947. 

Reference No. 81 of 1995 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 

Mudidih Colliery of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their 
workman. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the workman Mr. S.N. Goswami. 

Advocate 

On behalf of the employers Mr. H. Nath,, 

Advocate 

Slate : Jharkhand Industry' Coal 

Dated Dhanbad, the 14-9-2010 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
I0( 1 )(d) of the I D. Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/382/1993-1R (CM), dated the 14th July, 1995. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the union for depart¬ 
mentalisation of Shri Jagdish Singh and 15 other 
Fuel Coat Suppliers (as per list enclosed) by the 
management of Mudidih Colliery of M/s. BCCI. is 
justified ? If so, to what benefits are these workman 
entitled 9 " 

2. The case of the concerned workmen as disclosed 
in their Written Statement is that the Colliery Shramik Sangh 
Sijua is a sponsored union respresenting these concerned 
workmen Sri Jagdish and 15 other for their 
departmentalisation as Coal Suppliers of Mudidih Colliery 
under Sijua Area No. V of M/s. B.C.C.L. The management 
of Mudidih Colliery employed the concerned workmen in 
the year 1980 for supplying fuel coal for domestic purposes 
and fulfilment of necessity of the employees Staff Officers 
of Area No. V of Ms. B.C.C.L- as free issue of coal. 

3. Further case of the workmen is that this existing 
system of supplying of free coal is continuing to the 
employees staff officers of the colliery under social security 
and existing benefits provided since N.C.W.-II 
implementation in accordance with clause under para 1 1-2- 
1 ofNCWA-Il. Under the Wage Baord Recommendation 
and the nomenclature of job description the coal employees 
have been placed in Category-I with a designation of Fuel 
Coal Supplier Mazdoor. The concerned workmen have been 
performing their duty from 1980 under direct control and 
supervision of the management continuously and they 
have put their attendance for more than 240 days in each 
calendar year since 1980 and onwards till the date of raising 
the industrial dispute regarding their departmentalisation. 

4. The concerned workmen have further staled that 
the existing system of supplying of free fuel coal for 
domestic purposes is continuing to the colliery 
establishment by issuing requisitions slip issued by the 
superintendent of Mines/Manager Deputy C.M.H. of the 
colliery and also signed the indent by their authorising 
these concerned workmen of the colliery store rquisition 
slip day to day for carry ing fuel coal by Bullock (’arts for 
the officers and staffs quarters of Mudidih Colliery under 
Sijua Area. 

5. The workmen have stated in the Written Statement 
that performance of jobs of supplying of fuel coal to the 
officers and staffs of the colliery and area office is specific 
and permanent and perennial in nature. The concerned 
workmen have been rendering their services to the 
management from 1980 and they have put their attendance 
for more than 240 days in each Calender year. In spite of 
these facts they have not been regularised as departmental 
workmen nor their names have been entered in the statutory 
records. For departmentalisation of the concerned workmen 
several representations were sent to the management but 
till date they have not been considered for 
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departmentalisation. Thus this dispute has been referred 
for adjudication before this Hon’ble Tribunal. The Union 
also placed their charter of demands in minutes of 
discussion but the management have ignored their demand 
and had wrongly interpreted over the demands of the 
Union. The job performance as Fuel Coal Suppliers by the 
concerned workmen used to be supervised by the 
management under their dirct control and it is an admitted 
fact that as per agreement laid down under clause 11.2.1 of 
NCWA-I, II, III and IV the management is duty bound to 
supply free fuel coal to the employees, staff and officers of 
the colliery/establishment under chapter and social 
securities and amenities with existing benefits through 
person or by rickshaw/horse cart or Bullock cart. 

6. The workmen side also further stated that it is an 
admitted fact that there is neither any contractor nor any 
contract system over the same and the job assignment of 
supplying of fuel coal is not contractual job. Shri Jagdish 
Singh and 15 others have been performing their duties as 
job assignment of coal supplying Mazdoor at a low rate 
and the said rate is their remuneration inclusive the hire of 
cart for supplying the free fuel coal for domestic prupose 
to the employees, staffs and officers of the colliery. Neither 
the job of supplying coal was done under any work order 
nor any tender was called by the management. 

7. It has been stated by the workmen side that during 
the long tenure of continuous service since 1980 there is 
no any stigma in performing the job assignment nor any 
grievances crept up against these concerned workmen 
rather they have been carrying out the order accordingly. 
Under Section 25B of the I.D. Act., 1947 the concerned 
workmen have performed the duties more than 240 days in 
each calender year uninterruptedly. During the long tenure 
of service management have provided the concerned 
workmen medical facilities in the colliery' Hospital, land to 
build up hutment bamboos country made tiles and 
management used to supply the concerned workmen 
drinking water, fuel coal electric supply cowshed etc. and 
thus relationship of employer and employee between the 
concerned workmen and the management have been 
established. 

It has been prayed on behalf of the workmen to pass 
an Award in favour of the concerned workmen directing 
the management to regularise the concerned workmen as 
departmental workmen with a designation of Coal Supplier 
Mazdoor Cat. I. 

8. In the Written statement filed by the management 
it has been stated bv then that the present reference is not 
maintainable both in law and facts of the case. Sri Jagdish 
Singh and other are suppliers and not the employees of 
Mudidih Colliery and accordingly there is no relationship 
of employer and employees between the management of 
Mudidih Colliery and the concerned workmen. 

9. Further case of the management is that Sri Jagdish 
Singh himself carried fuel coal by his personal rickshaw/ 
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horse cart and supplied fuel coal for domestic use of the 
employees of the Mudidih Colliery' and he was being paid 
as per bills submitted by him on the basis of total numbers 
of trips at the fixed rates per trip as mentioned in the Work 
Order issued to him monthwise. 

10. Management have staled that Sri Jagdish Singh 
and other workmen have not been employed by the 
management and hence they have no claim for 
departmentalisation. The work is carried on the basic of 
the specific work-order and payment was being made on 
the bills submitted by the Supplier as per the fixed rates. 
The concerned workmen were never engaged by the 
management of Mudidih Collier) 

11. flic Assistant Secretary , C ollieries Shramik 

Sangh, Sijua raised an Industrial Dispute before the 
Assistant \ our Commissioner (cj. Dhanbad vide letter 
dated 13-' 199! in which he alleged that the concerned 

workmen were engaged by the management of Mudidih 
Collilery for carting fuel Coal by callage to the officers and 
staff quarters of Sijua and Mudidih Colliery since the year 
1980. Moreover, the concerned workmen never demanded 
deapartmcntalisation be lore 13-12-91. Ibis dispute lias 
been raised alter a delay of more than I I years which makes 
the demand of the union a stale demand The demand of 
the union is false, mischievious, but only to get the 
concerned workmen job in M s. B.C.C.U. by dubious 
method and by hook and crook. Accordingly management 
have prayed before this Tribunal to pass an award rejecting 
the claim of the concerned workmen. 

12. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paras of each other’s Written Statement 

13. The Union in order to substantiate the claim of 
the concerned workmen have produced Rasu Mahato one 
of the concerned workmen and Raj Kumar Bcldar. Seeretaiy 
of the Union who have been examined as WW-l and 
WW-2 respectively. Document on their behalf have been 
marked as Ext.W-1 to W-l/9, W-2 and Ext. W-3 on proof 
by WW-l. Management side on the other hand have 
produced Rajiv Ran j an who has been examined as M-l 
and he has proved documents marked as 1 \t.M-1. M-2. 
M-3, M-4 and M-4/l. 

14. Main argument advanced on behalf ul the 
concerned workmen is that they Coal Suppliers to the 
officers/emp-loyees of the management for their domestic 
use and it is continuous job and they doing this job since 
1980 to fulfil the domestic need to the staf f and o Ulcers of 
the Area V of M/s. B.C.C.L. and they are known as f uel 
Coal Suppliers. Their attendance is 240 days in each calendar 
year since 1980 and this job perennial in nature. So they 
have to be regularised under Section 25B of the 
I.D. Act, 1947. 

15. It has been argued on behalf of the management 
that they are not employees of the management. There is 
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no relationship of employer and employee between the 
concerned workmen and the management of Mudidih 
Colliery. Jagdish Singh and other persons carried fuel 
coal and supplied them to the officers/employees of 
Mudidih Colliery. Shri Jagdish Singh was paid as per bills 
submitted by him on the basis of total numbers of trips at 
the fixed rates per trip as per work order issued to him 
monthwise. The work was carried on the basis of the 
specific work-order and payment was being made on the 
bills submitted by the Supplier as per the fixed rates. They 
have not been engaged by the management. Therefore, 
they cannot be regularised. 

16. In this respect Management counsel argued that 
Jagdish Singh has not been examined with whom the 
concerned workmen said to have worked and order has 
been placed to him and who is the main witness. But he 
has not been examined by the concerned workmen. 

17. The concerned workman WW-1 Rasu Mahato has 
stated at page-2 of his cross-examination “We have not 
received any appointment letter from the company. 1 do 
not know Sri Jagdish Singh. We have not raised any prior 
dispute in this connection”. As per W.S. of the concerned 
workmen they have been stopped from work by the 
management from 1991 because before 1991 they have not 
raised any dispute. They have raised this dispute after 11 
years which shows that the demand of the concerned 
workmen is stale demand. They have kept mum in so many 
years. 

18. The concerned workmen have adduced evidence 
of another witness Raj Kumar Beldar, WW-2 who has 
stated in cross-examination “1 have got document to prove 
that the concerned workmen are the members of my union.” 
But no document has been filed to show that they are 
members of his union Only Ext. M-l has been proved. It 
relates regarding raising of industrial dispute for settlement. 
But that does not make any ground or basis to show that 
the concerned workmen are the members of the Union of 
WW-2. Moreover, all the letters have been written and 
pay order prepared in the name of Jagdish Singh and 
Jagdish Singh has also written letter as per Ext.M-4 and 
the name of Jagdish Singh find place in Ext. M-2, M-2/1 
pay order, work order Ext.M-3, Ext.M-4 and M-4/1 letters. 
But he has not been examined on behalf of the concerned 
workmen. 

19. No appointment letter has been filed and no work 
order has been issued in the name of the concerned 
workmen who have claimed employment under the 
management. In view of the facts, circumstances evidence 
discussed above 1 find no merit in the claim of the 
concerned workmen. In the result, the following Award is 
rendered:— 


Suppliers as per list enclosed by the management of 
Mudidih Colliery of M/s. B.C.C.L. is not justified. 
Consequently, the concerned workmen are not 
entitled to get any relief.” 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 

S.O. 2696. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
28/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure. 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the Management of M/s. C.C.L. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government 
on 30-9-2010. 

[No. L-20012/487/200 l-IR(C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDllSTRIALTRIBUNAL NO. I, AT DHAN BAD. 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10( 1 )(d) (2 A) of I. D. 
Act 

Reference No. 28 of 2002 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
Benedih Area of M/s. C.C.Ltd. 

and 

their workman. 

Present: 

SHRI H. M. SINGH, Presiding Oftlcer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers Shri D. K. Verma, 

Advocate. 

For the Workman Shri C Prasad, 

Advocate. 


“The demand of the Union for departmentalisation State : Jharkhand Industry Coal 

of Shri Jagdish Singh and 15 other Fuel Coal Dated the 13-9-2010 
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AWARD 

By Order No. L-200 i 2/487/2001 dated 20-2-2002 the 
Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal : 

m rri fom t rti 

^ ^ RPT f^T W ^t/3frtte 

^n\ 4fk<*<n RRT '41U cfife 3TT%TR 

'R Ri f^TQ; TTR^ yq'MciT ^Plfi^5Tci 

RT RR5 TT^TT SETER W RlA Tt T^TTl. TT. ^ 

^RFTFJRR 3=TtT»RT ^ 3Ft 

PR ^MRRTR i? I 1H rfr fpRT <!6ct "T RTR 
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2. Written statement has been filed on behalf of the 
concerned workman stating that he has been working as 
Dozer Operator at the Open Cast Project, Benidih Colliery. 
Giridih area under M/s. C.C.Ltd. I le was promoted as “Pit 
Supervisor" vide letter No. GM(G) PD/DPC/89/13300-310 
dated 2-12-1988. He fell mentally sick and accordingly he 
was referred to Gandhi Nagar Hospital, CCL, Ranchi for his 
better treatment by the management on 4-6-1988. Again he 
was referred to the Central Institute Paychiatry, Kanke, 
Ranchi. Lastly he was released/discharged from the hospital 
with the conviance of the management and he was advised 
for resumption of light duty on 3-3-98 instead of his original 
job, which itself proves that the concerned workman was 
not fit to do his original job. He requested the management 
regarding his unability and to send him before the apex 
Medical Board, but the management did not do so 
intentionally. The condition of the concerned workman 
become very poor. He had been suffering from gidncss 
and sleeping tendency. So, he requested the management 
for employment of his dependent son in his place. 

Under the facts and circumstances stated above, it 
has been prayed thaat this Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to 
hold that the demand of the union for sending the 
concerned workman before the Apex Medical Board for 
determining his ability/fitness and if he is found unfit by 
the Apex Medical Board, the employment be provided to 
his dependent son in his place as per the provisions of 
NCWA. 

3. The management has fled written statement stating 
that the concerned workman was working at Open Cast 
Project, Giridih Colliery as Dozer Operator. Considering his 
satisfactory' performance he was promoted to the post of 
Pit Supervisor. 


The concerned workman reported sick to the 
management and the management immediately re I erred him 
to Gandhi Nagar Hospital, CCL, Ranchi for his better 
treatment. Further he was treated at Central Institute of 
Psychiatry, Kanke Ranchi and after prolonged treatment, 
he was declarted fit for duty. Accordingly, he was a lowed 
to resume his duty and he was continuously performing 
his duty. During his service period in the year 1996. he 
applied for his retirement under clause 9-4-0 of NC WA-V in 
favour of his dependent son. Thereafter the case was 
pieced before the Screening Committee for examination. 
The Screening Committee thoroughly examined his ease 
and did not recommend for retirement of the concerned 
workman under cl. 9,4.0 of NCWA-V The decision ol the 
committee was communicated to the concerned workman 
by the management vide letter dated 11-11-96. I hereafter 
he did not raise any industrial dispute and never claimed 
retirement under the said provision. He worked 
continuously and retired from the service of the company 
w.e. f. 13 - 5-99 on attain ing the age of superann u at i oit i. e. 
60 years and after retirement he applied for payment of his 
retiral dues and the management paid him all rctiral dues. 
The sponsoring union raised an industrial dispute in 2001 
after lapse of 4 years of the retirement of the concerned 
workman. There is no provision tor prov iding employment 
to the dependent son of a retired employee. I loif ble High 
Court and Hon’ble Supreme Court held in various cases 
that a dependent of retired employee is not entitled for 
employment either in the Government ot in the Public Sector 
Undertaking. 

It has been prayed that this llotfble Tribunal be 
pleased to hold that the demand of the union is neilhei 
legal nor justified and the concerned workman is not entiilec 
to any relief 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some o 
the paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The concerned workman examined himself a 
WW-l and has proved documents as Exts. W-l to W-5 

The management has produced MW-I. Cj iris 
Chandra, who has proved Exts. M-l to M-5, 

6. Main argument advanced on behalf of tl 
concerned workman is that he was not medically tit and 1 
was suffering from gidding and sleeping tendency as p 
medical papers. Exts. W-2. W-2 1 and W-2 2. He was al: 
examined by Apex Medical Board for his fitness He w 
found not fit on 1 1-11-96 and he submitted his applicant 
dated 14-1 1-96 for appointment oi'his son in his place, h 
the management superannuated him on 1 3-5-99 by ton. 
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7. Argument advanced on behalf of the management 
that the concerned workman was superannuated after 
completion of 60 years w.e.f. 13-5-1999. After fitness he 
resumed duty and light duty was given to him till his 
retirement. 

8. In this respect the evidence of the concerned 
workman is very much material. WW-1, Dineshmani Tiwary 
has stated in cross-examination at page 2 that “My treatment 
at Kanke Mental Hospital was continuing. I was found fit 
on 3-3-98 by the Doctor of Mental Hospital for duty . After 
that I was doing my duty and I did my job till my retirement. 
I was attached with the disease from which I was suffering 
before. When an employee is declared medically unfit then 
his son is appointed. Neither the doctor of the company 
nor the doctor of the Government. Hospital declared me 
medically unfit. 1 was retired as per the date of birth recorded 
in the Company’s record. 

This statement shows that he was declared by the 
Central Institute of Psychiatry, Kanke, Ranchi, medically 
fit to resume his normal duty on 3-3-98 (Ext. M-2). The 
concerned workman performed his duty till his retirement 
and he has availed L.T.C. also from 18-1-99 to 27-1 -99 as 
per Ext. M-1. 

9. In the circumstances there is no justification to 
give employment to the dependent son of the concerned 
workman on the ground of his medical unfitness. 

So, the action of the management in not giving 
employment to the dependent son of the concerned 
workman as per NCWA—on the ground of medical 
unfitness is justified. Hence, the concerned workman is 
not entitled to any relief. 

This is may Award. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 

S.O. 2697.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 90/92) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 30-09-2010. 

[No. 1 .-20012/370/1991 -IR (C-I) | 

D. S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. \ AT DHANBAD. 

In the matter of a reference li/s. I0( 1 )(d) (2 A) of I D 
Act. 

Reference No. 90.of 1992 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
Bagdigi Colliery of M/s. B.C C.Ltd 

AND 

Their workman 

Present: SHR1 H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

APPEARANC E: 

for the Employers None 

For the Workman Shri S N. Goswami 

Advocate. 

Dated the HML20J0 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/370/9MR (Coal-1) dated 
3 1-8-1992 the Central Government in the Ministry oi l abour 
has. in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub- section (I) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bagdigi 
Colliery under Lodna Area No. X of M/s. Bharat 
Coking Coal Ltd., in dismissing their employee 
Shri Suresh Pas wan, Ex-Line Mistry vide their letter 
No. BCC L/BC/PI * R/4 7/65/9()/15 54, dt. 14-12-1990 is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. Written statement lias been filed on behalf of tlie 
concerned workman stating therein that the concerned 
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workman, Suresh Paswan, was dismissed from service by 
the management vide letter dated 14-12-1990 due to 
personal revelry and this developed due to non-acceptance 
of the membership of the union by the workman. The union 
has stated the earlier instances of harassment of the 
workman by the management. The concerned workman 
was chargesheeted for using abusive language against 
the Manager etc. The concerned workman replied to the 
chargesheet and partially admitted that in the heat of 
moment he had used some derogative words but it was 
due to human nature. The management not being satisfied 
with his reply instituted the domestic enquiry in which the 
concerned workman was not given ample opportunity to 
defend his case and the enquiry was conducted 
on 13-8-1990. Lastly the enquiry proceeding was concluded 
exparte and on the basis of the enquiry report the concerned 
workman was dismissed from service w.e.f. 14-12-1990. 

It has been prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass an award by directing the management to 
reinstate the concerned workman in service with full back 

wages. 

3. Written statement has been filed by the 
management stating that the chargesheet was issued to 
the concerned workman in the past also. Apart from the 
chargesheet dated 9-7-90 on the basis of which he was 
dismissed from the service. It has been submitted that when 
the enquiry officer during the domestic enquiry found the 
concerned workman guilty of charges levelled against him, 
he was dismissed from service vide letter dated 14-12-90. 

In rejoinder the management has submitted that the 
concerned workman, Suresh Paswan, Line Mazdoor got 
his attendance marked in Form l C’ in the second shift on 
30-1 l -89 but he did not go underground at 5.10 P. M. in his 
prescribed duty' hours. He was directed repeatedly to go 
underground to attend breakdown but he refused to do so 
rather he used filthy languages to the Engineer concerned 
and accordingly he was issued chargesheet-cum- 
suspension order on 1-12-1989 which is justified, valid and 
proper. 

it has been prayed the Hon’ble Tribunal be pleased 
to hold that the action of the management in dismissing 
the concerend workman is justified, valid and proper and 
he is not entitled to get any relief 

4. The domestic enquiry has been held to be fair and 
proper vide order dated 7-9-2000 by this Tribunal. 

4A. The management has produced MW-1, Halam 

Surin. 

The concerend workman has examined himself as 
W W-1, who has proved documents as Exts. W-1 and W-2. 
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The management has produced documents which 
have been marked as Exts. M-1 to M-6/1. 

5. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that the domestic enquiry was held 
ex-parte. But in this respect the concerend workman has 
stated in cross-examination at page 2 that I had received 
the chargesheet, 1 replied to the charge-sheet. I had 
received the notice of enquiry and appeared on the first 
date fixed by the Enquiry Officer. It shows that he 
participated in the enquiry and the enquiry was not held 
ex-parte. He has also satted that in the year 1987 1 was 
served with a charge-sheet. I was served atleasi 8 to 10 
charge-sheet on various occasions prior to my dismissal. 
It shows that on various occasions he was issued charge- 
sheet during the tenure of his service. 

6. Argument advanced on behalf of the management 
is that in the present case proper enquiry was conducted 
and the enquiry report was served on the concerned 
workman before his dismissal. In this respect evidence of 
MW-1 is very much important. He has stated before the 
Tribunal that neither l nor the management had supplied 
the woriman with a copy of my enquiry report before issuing 
the order of dismissal. 

7. In this respect the concerned workman has referred 
1991 Lab. 1.C.308 in which Hon’ble Supreme Court has laid 
down that under Article 31 I of Costitulion of India 
disciplinary proceeding attracts principles of natural 
justice—Inquiry Officer regarding finding of guilt and 
preposing punishment—Delinquent is entitled to know the 
same. 

The delinquent is entitled to copy thereof after 42nd 
amendment -Rules of natural justice. It applies to 
disciplinary inquiry'. 

Law laid down by Hon'ble Supreme Court shows 
that the management has not followed and it shows that 
the principles of natural justice has been violated before 
passing dismissal order to the concerned workman. 

8. In view of the above facts and circumstances ! 
hold that the action of the management of Bagdigi Colliery 
under Lodna Area No. X of M/s.B.C.C. Ltd. in dismissing 
their employees, Shri Suresh Paswan, Ex-Line Mistry vide 
their letter dated 14-12-90 is not justified Therefore, the 
concerned workman is entitled to be reinstated in serv ice. 
But since there is no evidence to show that he is sitting 
idle from the date of his dismissal, he is not entitled u> any 
back wages. The management is directed to reinstate the 
concerned workman from the date of his dismissal within 
30 days from the date of publication of the award. 

This is may award. 

H. M. SINGH. Presiding Office! 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 
S.O. 2698.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 321/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the Management of M/s. B.C.CL. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 30-09-2010. 

[No. L-20012/273/2000-1R (C-l)] 
D. S.S, SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference u/s. I0( 1 )(d)(2A)of I.D. Act 

Reference No. 321 of2000 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. B.C.C. Ltd. 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present: Shri H.M. Singh, Presiding Officer. 

APPEARANCES: 

I or the Employers : Shri D. K. Verma, 

Advocate 

1 or the Workman ; Shri R. R. Ram, 

Joint General 
Secretary, BMU. 

State : Jharkhand Industry Coal 

Dated, the 9th September, 2010 

AWARD 

By Order No. I .-20012/273/2000-(C-l) dated 25-10-2000 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-sec. 

( 1) and sub-sec. (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal : 

"Whether the action of the management in dismissing 
Sh Suresh from service w.e.f. 4-11 -99 on the ground 
of poor attendance during the year 1996, 1997, 1999 
is just & proper ? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled ?” 


2. Written statement has been filed on behalf of the 
concerned workman stating therein that he was a permanent 
workman and was working in Kusunda Colliery as Miner/ 
Loader whose Personal No. 02950020 and CMPF A/c No. 
18/937. All on a sudden he fell ill on 7-4-98 and he went to 
a nearby private practioner Dr. S. Banerjee for his proper 
treatment. The doctor concerned declared him a light heart 
disease and the doctor advised him for complete rest for 
some times. The concerned workman informed the 
management verbally and also in writing regarding his 
treatment. He was also referred to the Central Hospital, 
Dhanbad on 2-6-99 by B.C.CL. Doctor for proper treatment. 
After being cured the concerned workman approached to 
the management on 16-9-99 to resume h is duty. But in the 
meanwhile the management dismissed the concerned 
workman on 4-1 1-99 without proper enquiry i.e. he was 
dismissed without conducting any domestic enquiry. He 
was not given any chance for his defence. Thereafter an 
dispute was raised which culminated into the present 
reference. 

It has been prayed that the Hon’blc Tribunal be 
pleased to hold that the action of the management in 
dismissing the concerned workman is not justified and 
accordingly pass an award in favour of the workman with 
full back wages. 

3. Written statement has been filed by the 
management stating therein that the concerned workman 
was working as mincr/loadcr at Kusunda Colliery. He 
developed the habit of absenting from his duties without 
permission or information and without satisfactory cause 
so far so he could hardly worked for 75 days in the year 
1996, 55 days in the year 1997 and 20 days in the year 1998 
upto 24-3-98. He started absenting from his duties 
continuously w.e.f. 25-3-98 without information or 
permission and without satisfactory cause upto 28-5-99. 
Considering such conduct of the concerned workman, a 
chargesheel dated 28-5-99 was issued to the concerned 
workman alleging commission of misconduct of habitual 
absence and continuous absence for more than 10 days as 
per the provision of Certified Standing Orders of the 
company. I le submitted his reply dated 12-7-99 practically 
admitting his guilt but taking the usual defence that his 
unauthorised absence from duties was due to his illness. 
The management appointed Sri S. Pandcy, Personnel 
Manager, Kusunda colliery by order dated 23-7-99 as 
Enquiry Officer to conduct the departmental enquiry 
relating to the chargesheet issued to the concerned 
workman. A notice of enquiry was isssued fixing the date 
of enquiry on 31-7-99. In the departmental enquiry the 
concerned workman was given opportunity to cross- 
examine each of the witnesses examined in this case, but 
he declined to cross-examine and witness, lie was also 
given opportunity to give his statement and to produce 
his defence witnesses, if any. lie gave his own statement 
in the enquiry. In the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer found 
the concerned workman guilty of the misconduct and 
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accordingly he submitted his enquiry report to the 
disciplinary authority. The disciplinary authority after 
giving full opportunity for submitting comments on the 
enquiry report and took decision to dismiss him from 
service and accordingly, he was dismissed from his service 
by letter dated 4-11-99. It has been submitted that the action 
of the management in dismissing the concerned workman 
from service was legal, bonafide and justified and he is not 
entitled to any relief 

It has been prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass the award holding that the concerned 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The enquiry was held fair and proper vide order 
dated 26-7-2006. 

6. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he has been dismissed from 
service. He was not habitual absentee. 

7. The management argued that he was habitual 
absentee. His attendance was very poor. It has been argued 
that he had worked hardly 75 days in the year 1996, 55 
days in the year 1997 and 20 days in the year 1998 upto 
24-3-98. He has not completed 240 days attendance in any 
calendar year. 

8. During the proceeding the concerned workman, 
Suresh died issueless and his wife had already deserted 
him and his mother, Paro Bhuini, has been substituted in 
this case. The management’s documents, Exts.M-1 to M-7 
clearly show that the concerned workman has been given 
full opportunity to defend his case in the enquiry. He was 
habitual absentee and was not attending his duties. 

In this respect the management has referred (2008) I 
Supreme Court Cases (L&S) 164 in which Hon’ble Supreme 
Court laid down— 

“Misconduct—Absenteeism—Nature of, and 
appropriate punishment therefor—Habitual 
absenteeism, held, amounts to gross violation of 
discipline—Where the workman, who had been in 
the past found guilty of unauthorised absenteeism 
several times (15 times in this case), was in a properly 
conducted departmental enquiry once again found 
guilty of unauthorised absence for a long period (105 
days in this case), held, his consequential dismissal 
from service ought not to have been treated to be 
harsh and interfered with by Labour Court/High 
Court—Case law on scope of exercise of power under 
S.l 1-A. Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, discussed— 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947- S.l 1-A and S. 10(4- 
A) (as in force in Karnataka)”. 

Another law referred by the management is (2009) 2 
Supreme Court cases (L&S) 689 in which Hon’ble Supreme 
Court laid down— 


“Dismissal Dismissed without enquiry When 
permissible—Unauthorised absence by respondent 
on two occasions of more than 150 days without 
sanction of leave Appellant Bank invoking Clause 
17(b) of Fifth Bipartite Settlement, issuing notice in 
Respondent to join service in 30 days; failing w hich 
it would be presumed she had voluntarily terminated 
service—Respondent failing to rejoin duty Bank 
treating respondent as deemed to have voluntarily 
terminated her employment—Legality Held, 
management was extremely lenient by condoning 
respondent’s absence—Respondent s behaviour of 
remaining absent without leave for such long periods 
regrettable and unfortunate—No establishment can 
function if it allows its employees lo behave in such 
a manner—Under Cl. 17(b) notice was given by the 
Bank—Bank order valid Banks Fifth Bipartite 
Settlement —Cl. 17(b) Misconduct Unauthorised 
absence—Domestic enquiry— When not 
necessary.” 

Even Hon’ble Supreme Court laid down that in such 
unauthorised absence no domestic enquiry is 
required to be held. 

9. Considering the above facts and law laid down 
by Hon’ble Supreme Court, I hold that the action of the 
management in dismissing Sh. Suresh from service wet 
4-1 1 -99 on the ground of poor attendance during the years. 
1996,1997 and 1999 is just and proper. Hence, the concerned 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

This is my award. 

H.M SINGH Presiding Officer 
9^f979Tt, 30 fafTRTT, 2010 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 
S.O. 2699.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 50 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-eum- 
Labour Court-2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of M/s. Alitalia Linee Aerec liatiane. SPA 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 30-09-2010. 

[No.L-l 1012/26/2008-IR(C-I) | 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO. Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNM ENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 MUMBAI. 

PRESENT : A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. CGIT-2/50 of2008 

Employers in Relation to the Management of 
M/s. Alitalia Linee Aeree Italiane, SPA 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Alitalia Linee Aeree Italiane, SPA, 

5th floor, C.G. House, 

Dr. Annie Besant Road, 

Prabhadevi, Mumbai ...First Party 

V/s. 

Their Workmen 

Ms. Meenal Pant Sujan, 

2501 Oberpo Sky Heights, 25th fir; 

A Wing, Lokhandwala Back Road, 

Andheri (W), Mumbai-400 053 ...Second Party 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Employers No appearance 

For the Workman Shri Mohan Bir Singh, 

Advocate. 

Date of passing the Award : 2-7-2010 

AWARD 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings are as under : 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-l 1012/26/2008-1 R(CM-I) dated 14th July, 
2008 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“(0 Whether the action of the Management of 
M/s. Alitalia Linee Aeree Italiane S P.A., Mumbai in 
dismissing the services of Ms. Meena Pant Sujan, 
Flight Interpreter-cum-Commercial Attendant, w.e.f. 
8-11-2007 is justified and legal ? (ii) To what relief is 
the concerned workman entitled ?’' 

2. Claim Statement is filed by the 2nd Party, 
concerned workman at Exhibit 6 stating and contending 
that, she joined the services of the 1st Party as Flight 
Interpreter-cum-Commercial Attendant from 1-11-2005. It 
is case of the 2nd Party that, she was appointed against 
permanent vacancy. It is her case that, she completed 
probationary period successfully in April, 2006. It is stated 
that, services of the concerned w orkman were terminated 
by letter dated 8-11-2007. According to 2nd Party said 
termination is illegal and was not done by following due 
process of law. She states that, even retrenchment 
compensation as required is not paid to her. She also 


contends that, no proper procedure was followed, no 
opportunity was given to her by leveling charges before 
taking action of termination. So she prays that, termination 
under challenge be set aside with directions to the 1st 
Party to reinstate her with benefits of back wages and 
continuity of service. 

(3) Though 1 st Party appeared no Written Statement 
is filed. So order to proceed expurte was passed. 

(4) In support of that 2nd Party Hied her affidavit at 
Exhibit 9, in lieu of her examination-in-chief, to support her 
contentions and claim made in the Statement of Claim. Said 
is not disputed by 1st Party. It lead me to conclude that, 
2nd Party is entitled for reinstatement with benefit of back 
wages and continuity of service as prayed in the Claims 
Statement. I lencc, the order : 

ORDER 

(i) Re fere n ce i s a 11 owed: 

(ii) Tennination/retrcnchment dated 8-11-2007 is 
hereby quashed and set aside and 1st Part) is 
directed to reinstate the concerned workman as 
Flight Interpreter-cum-commercial attendant and 
give her the benefit of continuity of services 
and back wages from 8-1 1-2007; 

(iii) No order as to its costs. 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

Mumbai. 

2nd July, 2010. 
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New Delhi, the 30th September. 2010 

S.O. 2700.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 57 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-2, Delhi as shown in the Annexure. in the 
Industrial Dispute between the emplovers in relation to 
the Management of M s. Jet Air Pvt. Ltd., and their 
workmen, w hich was received b> the Central Government 
on 30-09-2010. 

[No. L-l 1012 40 2008-1 R(CM)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO. Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CLM-LABOUR COURT II, KARKARDOOMA COURT 
COMPLEX, KARKARDOOMA, DELHI-110032 
In the Court of Sh. Satnam Singh Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 57/2008 Dated: 15-09-2010 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Shri Chander Mohan Anand, 

Through Bhartiya Labour Union, 

3 216, Dakshin Puri Extn., 

New Delhi-110062 ...Workman 

Versus 

The Regional Manager (HR), 

Jetair Private Limited, 

Hetair House, 13, Community Centre, 

Yusuf Sarai, New Delhi. ...Management 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-11012/40/2008-lR(CM-i) dated 18-11 -2008 has 
referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

"Whether the action of the Management of Jetair 
Private Ltd., New' Delhi in separating Shri Chander 
Mohan Anand, Assistant Accountant, from the 
service w.e.f. 22-09-2006 is justified and legal ? (ii)To 
what relief is the concerned workman 
entitled ?" 

None is present from the side of the workman today. 
Authorized Representative of the management is present. 
Ever since the reference was received in this court for 10-2- 
2009, the workman has never attended this court. Twice 
notice was also sent to him but he has not shown any 
interest and he has not responded in this case and also not 
filed statement of claim. In this situation there is no way 
out except to conclude that he docs not appear to be 
interested in the outcome of this reference. A no dispute 
award is accordingly passed in this case. 

Dated: 15-09-2010 

SATNAM SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 30 20io 
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[Part II—Sec 3(ii)| 

New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 
S.O. 2701. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No \\f 
2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-1, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the Management of M/s. Jetlite Ltd., and M/s. Sahara 
India and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 30-09-2010. 

[No. L-i 101235.2008-1 R (CM )| 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA KAO. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR, R. K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS! RIAL 
TRIB> NALNO. I, KARKARDOOM A COlJ RT 
COMPLEX, DELHI 
l.D. No. 11/2009 
Shri Arvind Kumar, 

Plot No. 42, Block H,PP No. 27. 

Qutub Vihar Phase-1, 

Near Maharshi Asaram, 

New Delhi-110071. Workman 

Versus 

M/s Sahara India, 

Sahara India Centre, 

8th Floor, 2, Kapoorthala Complex, 

Aliganj, Lueknow-226024(IJP), 

Lucknow. .. Management 

AWARD 

While serving Sahara India Tourism Development 
Corporation. Gurgaon, the claimant committed theft of 44 
litres of petrol out of on office car, 1 le was suspended on 
21-3-2006. Subsequently he admitted his guilt in writing 
and deposited cost of 44 litres of petrol. He tendered his 
resignation on 4th of April, 2006, which was accepted by 
his employer. After about 10 months, he approached the 
Conciliation Officer with the allegations that he was 
suspended on wrong charges and thereafter he had not 
received any response from his employer He further 
projected that his signatures were obtained on blank paper 
by his employer. Since conciliation proceedings failed, the 
appropriate Government referred the dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication, vide order No. L-I 101235 3008- 
IR(CM-I), New Delhi, dated 29-9-2008. with following 
terms 

"(1) Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Jetlite Ltd. and/or M/s. Sahara India in not 
allowing Arvind Kumar, Driver to resume his duties 
after mergers of Sahara Airlines with Jet Airways is 
justified and legal?" (ii) To what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled ?" 

2. Claim statement was filed by Shri Arvind Kumar 
pleading that he was appointed Driver by M/s Sahara India, 
Sahara India Centre, Lucknow (hereinafter referred to as 
management No. 1) on 9th of October. 98.1 le was regularised 
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on the said post w.e.f. 1-12-99. He rendered his services 
with management No. 1 in a most satisfactory manner. An 
increment of Rs. 500 was sanctioned in his favour w.e.f. 
1-9-2000. He was transferred to Kolkata where he served 
till March, 2005, to the entire satisfaction of his superiors. 
He was transferred to Sahara India Tourism Development 
Corporation Limited from Sahara Airlines Limited. He was 
transferred to Delhi, vide order dated 19-3-2005. While 
serving here at Delhi, his mother suffered from cancer and 
expired. He received immense mental shock and requested 
for a few days leave. His signatures were obtained on a 
blank paper and he was permitted to go on leave. On 
29-3-2006 he was served with suspension letter. He made 
representations dated 1-2-2007 and 10-2-2007, but it 
remained unanswered. He approached the Conciliation 
Officer but conciliation proceeding failed. In between 
management No. 1 merged with Jet Airlines (hereinafter 
referred to as the management No. 2). After merger of 
management No. 1 with management No. 2, he was not 
allowed to resume his duties. He seeks declaration of 
suspension order being illegal, besides action of the 
management No. 2 not allowing him to resume his duties as 
unjustified and unwarranted. He seeks his reinstatement in 
service. 

3. Claim statement was resisted by management 
No. I pleading that the claimant committed theft of 44 liters 
of petrol out of an office car. He was suspended. The 
claimant confessed his guilt and deposited cost of 44 liters 
of petrol. On 4th of April 2006, he submitted his resignation 
which was accepted. It has not been disputed that he was 
appointed as a driver on 9-10-98. His confirmation in service 
is also not a matter of dispute. It has been pleaded that 
grant of increment of Rs. 500 was a matter of routine. His 
transfer to Kolkata is also not a disputed fact. On his transfer 
to M/s. Sahara India Tourism Development Corporation, 
he ceased to be an employee of M/s. Sahara Airlines Ltd., 
it has been projected that this tribunal has no territorial 
jurisdiction to entertain this dispute, since commission of 
theft, admission of guilt and act of rendering resignation 
took place there at Gurgaon, Haryana. It has further been 
projected that on acceptance of his resignation, claimant 
ceased to be an employee of management No. 1. He is not 
entitled to any relief, not to talk of relief of re instatement in 
service. 

4. Management No. 2 also demurred the claim. It 
has been projected that earlier the claimant was working 
with Sahara Airlines Ltd. He was transferred to Sunderban 
Project in West Bengal. When the said project was closed 
down, he was transferred to M/s. Sahara India Tourism 
Development Corporation, Gurgaon. On his transfer to 
Sunderban Project, he ceased to be an employee of Sahara 
Airlines Ltd. now known as Jet Lite India Ltd. Sahara India 
Airlines was detached fron Sahara Group of companies, 
hence claimant has no claim against the management 
No. 2. It has been projected that reference against 
management No. 2 has been mechanically made. It has 
been claimed that the reference is liable to be dismissed. 

5. On pleadings ofthe parties, following issues were 
settled : 


1. Whether the workman has tendered his 
resignation on 4-4-2006 to M/s. Sahara India 
Tourism Development Corporation, Gurgaon ? 
If yes, its effect ? 

2. As in terms of reference. 

3. Relief. 

6. Claimant has tendered his affidavit Ex.WWI/A. 
besides some documents in support of his claim. He was 
cross-examined at length on behalf of the management. 
Shri Ganesh Bhatt tendered his affidavit Ex.MWI/A in 
evidence on behalf ofthe management No. 1. he was cross- 
examined at length on behalf of the claimant as well as the 
management No. 2. Management No. 2 opted not to lead 
any evidence. 

7. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri Shambhu 
Prasad, authorised representative, had advanced arguments 
on behalf of the claimant. Snri G. C. Walecha, authorised 
representative, advanced arguments on behalf of the 
management No. 1. Shri Anil Bhatt, authorised 
representative, raised his submissions on behalf of the 
management No. 2. Written submissions were also filed on 
behalf of the claimant. I have given my careful 
considerations to the arguments advanced at the bar and 
cautiously perused the record. My findings on issues 
involved in the controversy are as follows :— 

Issue No. 1. 

8. When testimony of the claimant was purified, by 
an ordeal of cross-examination, he conceded that a charge 
sheet was served upon him, wherein allegations of 
commission of theft Of 44 liters of petrol were levelled. He 
further concedes that he deposited money in lieu of that 44 
liters of petrol. He projects that money was deposited by 
him, since he was coerced by the management. He admits 
that Ex.WWI/M-16 bears his signatures. Ex.WWl/MI6 
happens to be the suspension order served on the claimant 
on 21st of March, 2006. In that Suspension order it has 
been alleged that he committed theft of 44 liters of petrol 
from an office car, committed forgery and fraud by making 
duplicate signatures of Senior Accounts Executive Worker 
and left his duty without informing anyone .Therefore, it is 
emerging over the record that allegations of theft, forgery, 
fraud and leaving duty, without any intimation,werc levelled 
on the claimant by his employer on 21st of March, 2006 
Issuance of charge sheet is not a matter of dispute. 

9. In his testimony claimant concedes that letter 
Ex. WWl/M 17 bears his signatures. However, he hastened 
to add that the said letter does not bear his signatures I 
have compared signatures of the claimant appearing on 
Ex.WWI/MI6 with the signatures on Ex.WWI/MI7. On 
comparison it came to light that signatures on Ex.WW'l 
MI7 were of the same person, whose signatures appear on 
Ex.WWl/MI6. It is evident that Ex. W WI/MI7 bears signature 
of the claimant and with a view to evade responsibility, 
contained in the said document, he projected that Ex. WW1 
MI7 does not bear his signatures. When Ex. WWl/M 17 is 


4049 Gl/10—21 
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perused, it emerge over the record that the claimant 
confessed his guilt in respect of theft of 44 liters of petrol 
from an office car. He regretted his act and unfolded that 
he is well aware about his liability for punishment. 
Therefore, this document makes it clear that the claimant 
committed theft of 44 liters of petrol and deposited cost of 
the same with the management. 

10. Claimant announces that letter mark A (proved 
as Ex.MWl/2 by Shri Ganesh Bhatt) does not bear his 
signatures. However, Shri Ganesh Bhatt swears in his 
affidavit Ex.MWl/A that claimant tendered his resignation 
on 4.4.2006, which was accepted and he was relieved from 
his duties. He proved resignation letter as Ex.MWl/2. 
Ex.M W1 12 is in the hand writing of the claimant and bears 
his signature, which fact is apparent on comparison of his 
hand writings from Ex.WWI/MI6. In the said letter he 
projects that on account of his personal reasons, he want 
to leave his job. He requested the management to relieve 
him from services. Therefore, it is evident that Ex.MWl/2 
was authored by the claimant and requested the 
management to relieve him from service. The claimant could 
not dispel this document either by positive evidence or by 
way of cross examination of Shri Bhatt. This document is 
conclusive fact of a proposition that it was claimant who 
resigned his service on 4-4-2006. Consequently it is 
concluded that the claimant tendered his resignation on 
4-4-2006 to M/s. Sahara India Tourism Development 
Corporation and on acceptance of his resignation 
relationship of employer and employee came to an end. 
Issue is, therefore, answered in,favour of the management 
No. I and against the claimant. 

Issue No. 2 

/ 

1 1 Since the claimant has tendered his resignation 
on 4-4-2006, he was not entitled to seek resumption of his 
duties either with management No. 1 or w ith M/s. Jet Lite 
India Ltd., management No. 2. Action of the management 
of M/s. Jet Lite India Ltd. or M/s. Sahara India, Sahara 
India Co., Lucknow in not allowing him to resume duty 
after merger of Sahara Airlines w ith Jet Lite India Ltd. is 
legal and justified, since at that time claimant was not an 
employee of either of them. Issue is, therefore, answered 
against the claimant and in favour of the management. 

Relief 

12. Since the claimant had tendered his resignation 
on 4-4-2006, which was accepted by the management 
No I, he is not entitled to rel ief of declaration of suspension 
order as illegal, refusal by M/s. Jet Let to allow him to 
resume duties as illegal and reinstatement in service of the 
management. Hisclaim, being devoid of merits, is dismissed. 
An award is, accordingly, passed. It be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication. 

Dr. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 
S.O. 2702, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 22/94) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labout 
Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 30-09-2010. 

[No. L-200I2/15/I993-IR (C-l) 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO. Desk Office 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. I, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10( 1 )(d)(2A) of I. D. Act 

Reference No. 22 of 1994 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management o 
M/s. DugdaCoal Washcry of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd. 

And 

T heir Workmen. 

Present : Shri H, M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers Shri D. K. Verma, 

Advocate. 

For the Workmen Shri D. Mukherjee, 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand. Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 8th September, 2010 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/15/93-1 R(Coal-l) dated 17-2-f 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of su 
section (I) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of tl 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispu 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management 
M/s. Dugda Coal Washcry under Central Cc 
Washeries Organisation of M/s. BCCL 
superannuating Md. Israil Mechanist prematurec 
without medical examination is justified f> If not, 
what relief is the concerned workman entitled T 


Dated: 17-9-2010. 
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2. Written statement has been filed on behalf of the 
concerned workman stating that the concerned workman 
had been working as permanent Mechanist at Dugda Coal 
Washery since 5-5-67 with unblemished record of service. 
Dugda Coal Washery is an unit of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd., The 
provision of Certified Standing Order of M/s. B.C.C.L. is 
applicable to all the employees of Dugda Coal Washery. 
The management illegally and arbitrarily recorded the age 
of the concerned. The date of birth of the concerned 
workman was 15-1-1938. The concerned workman had lost 
his vision of both the eyes, received injury in his left ankle 
joint and he also received injury while working in the plant 
in his right hand resulting in the fracture in his right hand 
during the course of his employment. The concerned 
workman represented to the management to refer him to 
Medical Board for determination of his age and medical 
fitness. The compeny’s medical board had advised him for 
his treatment at C.M.R.I., Calcutta. But due to physical 
inability he could not visit C.M.R.L, Calcutta and he 
approached the Central Hospital, Dhanbad for his treatment. 
However no improvement could be noticed in his vision or 
in his physical condition even after taking treatment at 
Central Hospital, Dhanbad. Thereafter the management 
referred him to Apex Medical Board. The concerned 
workman appeared before the Medical Board which was 
held twice during the aforesaid period but he was not 
examined by Apex Medical Board. Instead of assessing 
the age of the concerned workman through Apex Medical 
Board the management issued a notice of superannuation 
by superannuating him w.e.f. 31 -1 -92. His age was for less 
than 58 years as on 31-1-92. He was superannuated 
allegedly at the age of 58 years instead of 60 years. Seeing 
no other alternative the union on behalf of the concerned 
workman raised an industrial dispute before the A.L.C. (C), 
Dhanbad, which ended in failure and thereafter the dispute 
las been referred to this Tribunal by the Govt, of India, 
Ministry of Labour for adjudication. 

The action of the management of Dugda Coal 
Washery in superannuating Md. Israil prematurely Without 
nedical examination was not justified. 

It has been prayed this Tribunal to pass the award in 
avour of the workman by directing the management to 
einstate the concerned workman and to allow him to work 
ipto the age of 60 years and to got his age determined by 
^pex Medical Board and to pay his wages for the forced 
lie period. 

3. Written statement has been filed by the 
lanagement stating that the concerned workman was 
ppointed as workman of Dugda Coal Washery on 
-5-1967 and be submitted his attestation form declaring 
is date of birth as 5-1-1934 duly signed by him. Concerned 
workman submitted School Leaving Certificate issued by 
hhatabad L.P. School, Katras in proof of his date of birth 
5 1-5-1934. As per the service conditions applicable to the 
mployees of Dugda Coal Washery who are covered under 
AIL terms and conditions of service, their superannuation 


age is 58 years and Md Israil is one of them. These 
employees of Dugda Coal Washery' who are covered under 
NCWA terms and conditions, the age of superannuation is 
60 years. The union has not raised any demand for raising 
the age of superannuation from 58 years to 60 years and 
has indirectly asserted that the concerned workman was 
prematurely retired without medical examination. Ithas been 
submitted that the concerned workman had submitted a 
school leaving certificate issued by Chhatabad L.P. School 
Katras in proof of his age at the time of joining his duty in 
which his date of birth has been recorded as 5-1-1934 and 
as his superannuation age is 58 years as per his terms and 
conditions of service, he has been superannuated w.e.f. 
31-1-1992. It has been submitted that for superannuation 
of a workman, medical examination is not required. In the 
absence of any dispute regarding the date of birth or age 
of a workman, the question assessment of age by a Medical 
Board is not required. A workman is entitled to continue in 
service on the basis of recorded date of birth in his service 
records without any interference from any source, unless 
it is alleged that be made any false declaration regarding 
his age or date of birth and he is proceeded with any 
disciplinary proceedings on account of false declaration 
of his age or date of birth. It has been submitted that in 
vast organisation of M/s. BCCL there are several categories 
of employees/workmen who are governed by different 
conditions of service. It is submitted that the employees 
who were previously under the management of Steel 
Authority of India Ltd. are governed by the pay scale and 
service conditions of Steel Authority of India Ltd. and 
they are superannuated after completion of 58 years of 
age. Therefore, the concerned workman is bound to be 
superannuated after completion of 58 years of age arm nr 
has no right to challenge his superannuation describing 
the same as premature superannuation on assertion that 
he should be superannuated after completion of 60 years 
of age. 

It has been prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass the award holding that the action of the 
management in superannuating the concerned workman 
with effect from 31-1-1992 is legal, bonafide and justified 
and the concerned workman is not entitled to any relief 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The concerned workman, Md. Israil, examined 
himself as WW-1 who has proved Ext. W-i and 'X 1 for 
identification and the workman has produced WW-2, 
Saluddin who has proved Ext. W-2. 

The management has produced MW-1, Sidhcshwar 
Prasad and MW-2, Akela Laxminarain Sharnia who has 
proved documents as Ext. M-1 to M-6. 
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6. It has been argued on behalf of the concerned 
workman that he was serving previously in Steel Authority 
of India and though the retirement age was 60 years, the 
management has retired him prematurely, by showing wrong 
date of birth as 5-1-1934, at the age of 58 years. But his age 
was less than 58 years as on 31 -1 -1952. 

7. In this respect management’s counsel argued that 
the concerned workman joined at SAIL service on which 
date his date of birth has been recorded as 5-1 -1934 and he 
has been superannuated at the age of 58 years w.e.f. 
31-1-1992 as per his terms and conditions of service. In this 
respect WW-1, the concerned workman stated in his cross- 
examination that till his retirement he got salary as per rules 
of SAIL. It shows that he had taken service condition of 
SAIL and as rules of SAIL the retirement age is 58 years. 
He has also stated that he retired as per rules of SAIL at the 
age of 50 years. Another witness produced by the 
concerned workman, WW-2, Salauddin, who has stated in 
cross-examination that I have got no letter to show; for 
retirement age of 60 years. 1 have no knowledge of the 
retiring age of SAIL and as a matter of fact the retirement 
age of employees of SAIL is only 58 years. Management’s 
witness, MW1 Stated that the concerned workman’s date 
of birth is 5-1-1934. Another witness of the management 
MW-2 stated in cross-examination that I cannot say the 
contents of Ext.M-3. This Ext.M-3 has been mentioned his 
declaration form Ext. M-5 given by the workman. The 
concerned workman also stated in his cross-examination 
that I was retired as per rules of SAIL at the age of 58 years. 
Workman has given his date of birth in his application. He 
is a literate person. In his application Nomination Form he 
has mentioned his date of birth 1-1-1934 which has been 
signed by him. A copy of judgement has also been filed 
regarding T.S. No. 36/1995 regarding correction of the date 
of the plaintiff before the Court of the Munsif Bermo at 
Tenughat, Bokaro, in which the correction of age of the 
plaintiff has been dismissed. The report of medical 
examination, Ext. W-2 (earlier marked 4 y’ for identification) 
in which the date of birth has been mentioned as 15-1 -193 8, 
but it has got no relevancy because the concerned workman 
is literate person and his recorded date of birth is 5-1-1934. 
It cannot be given any benefit to him which was issued on 
20-4-1991 because this does not bear assessment of age of 
the concerned workman by Medical Board. 

Ruling has been referred (1983) I Superme Court cases 
436 in which Hon’ble Superme Court laid down “Labour 
and Services—Interpretation—Social justice—In industrial 
jurisprudence dispute should be determined liberally in 
the context of social justice—So what is Tegal’ may yet 
not be ‘justified’—Tribunal may see if the action is not 
only ‘legal’ but also justified” 

In the above acts no Doctor has been examined on 
behalf of the workman that his date of birth is not 5-1-34. 

8. In view of the facts and circumstances stated 
above, I hold that the action of the management of M/s. 
Durga Coal under Control Coal Washeries Organisation of 


M/s. BCCL in superannuating Md. Israil, Mechanist, is 
justified. Hence the concerned workman is not entitled to 
any relief. 

This is my Award. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
30 facFTL 2010 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 
S.O. 2703.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No 82 90) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 1. 
Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of M/s, B.C.C.L, and their workmen. \s liicli 
was received by the Central Government on 30-09-2010 
[No. L-20012009 1989-1R (C-I)| 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. I, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10(l)(d)(2A) of 1. D Act 

Reference No. 82 of 1990. 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Block-11 Area of M/s. BCCL. 

And 

Their Workmen 

Present: Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers Shri B N Prasad, 

Advocate 

For the Workmen : Shri R. N. Ganguly 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand. Industry: Coal 

Dated, the 7th September, 2010 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012 309 SQ-1 R(Coal-1) dated 
18-4-90 the Central Government in the Ministry ofl.abour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (I) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Block-11 
Area of M/s. Bharat Coking Coal Ltd. in terminating 
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the services of the workmen Shri Maheshwar Prasad 

and Shri Raj Kishore Singh, Shovel Operators 

(Trainee) w.e.f. 2-7-88 is justified ? If not, to what 

relief the said workmen are entitled ?” 

2. Written statement has been filed on behalf of the 
concerned workman stating that they were appointed as 
Shovel Operators (Trainee) w.e.f. 13/17-5-88 and posted 
at Block-II O.C.P. under Block-11 Area of M/s. BCCL. They 
were stopped from work w.e.f. 2-7-88 on the ground that 
their experience certificates were found to be fake after 
proper verification. The workmen raised the dispute before 
the management on 20-11-88 challenging that the 
certificates of the workmen were genuine. Management 
did not give any reply. That led to conciliation. In the 
conciliation they could not establish the certificates were 
not genuine. In the meantime the management constituted 
a Joint Comittee, which advised the management to get 
the certificates verified. It took long time for the 
management and in the case of Raj Kishore Singh the 
issuing authority gave in writing that he allowed the 
workman to take training and certificates issued by him is 
genuine, and in the case of Maheshwar Prasad the 
management could not establish that the certificate was 
fake. On the recommendation of Joint Committee the then 
Director (Personnel) gave the green signal that the 
workman should be allowed to resume duty without back 
wages. It took several years by the management before 
the Joint Committee to put full facts. He has not 
implemented the Joint Committee report duly approved 
by the than Director (p). It has been stated that the 
stoppage of work without giving the opportunity to the 
workmen is arbitrary , illegal and unjustified. 

It has been prayed before this Tribunal to please 
pass an award in favour of the concerned workmen with 
full wages for the period of forced idleness. 

3. Written statement has been filed by the 
management stating that the concerned workman was 
given appointment on 18-4-88 on probation for a period of 
6 months with the stipulation that their services would be 
terminated during that period if the educational and 
experience certificates given by them would be found to 
be not genuine. The experience certificates submitted by 
them were verified by the officers of the management on 
the basis of spot enquiry and it was found that the 
experience certificates were not genuine and the concerned 
workmen managed to procure those false certificates for 
the purpose of entering into the employment of the 
company as Shovel Operator (Trainees). Therefore, as per 
the terms of their employment, their services were 
terminated w.e.f. 2-7-88 within the period of probation. It 
has been submitted that the concerned workman. Raj 
Kishore Singh had submitted a certificate that he had 
worked in Orissa Construction Corporation Ltd. at 
Balimola Dyke works during the period of 5 years from 

14-4-77 to 16-5-82. The aforesaid certificate was found to 


be incorrect and, as per the terms of employment, his service 
was duly terminated during the period of his probation. 
The concerned workman, Maheshwar Prasad submitted 
an experience certificate to the effect that he had worked 
at Chasnalla Project under M/s. Continental Construction 
Private Ltd. On examination of the particulars, it was 
observed that the experience certificate submitted by him 
was not genuine and he had produced the aforesaid 
certificate by exorting certain influence on the Workshop 
Manager and got a false certificate that he had worked as 
Shovel Operator from 8-1-79 to 25-3-86. It has been 
submitted that the management cannot permit the 
workmen to be confirmed when at the very' beginning it 
was observed that they had procured false certificates of 
experience to enter into the services of the company and 
their performance was not upto the mark. 

It has been prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass an award holding that the action of the 
management in terminating the services of the concerned 
workmen while they were working as trainees and were on 
probation, is legal and justified and according the 
concerned workmen are not entitled to any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The management has produced MW-L B.S. 
Sribas, who has proved documents Kxts. M-l to M-5. The 
concerned workman neither produced any witness nor 
tiled any document. 

6. None of the parties argued the case. I perused 
the record. [Both the concerned workman were appointed 
for six months probation as per appointment letters, l:\ts. 
M-l and M-2. The certificates issued to the concerned 
workmen were examined by the department and on 
verification it was found that they are not genuine. 
Accordingly, they were terminated w.e.f 2-7-1988 as per 
Ext. M-3 and M-4. The concerned workmen have not filed 
any document to show that they are genuine persons. 
They were given appointment as Shoval Operator (Trainee) 
lor a period of 6 months with the stipulation that their 
services would be terminated during that period it the 
educational and experience certificates given by them 
would be found to be not gcneuinc. 

Under the facts and circumstances stated above, 
the action of the management in terminating the services 
of the workmen cannot be said to be not just and proper. 

7. Accordingly, I render the following award 

The action of the management of Block-II Area of 
M/s. Bharat Coking Coal Ltd. In terminating the services 
of the workmen, Maheshwar Prasad and Raj Kishore Singh, 
Shovel Operators (Trainee) w.e.f. 2-7-88 is justified and 
the concerned workmen arc not entitled to any relief. 

H. M. SINGI I, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 

S.O. 2704. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 67/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the Management of M/s. Northwest Airlines, K. L M. 
Royal Dutch Adams and I.G.I. Airport and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
304)9-2010. 

[No L-l 1012/1 l/2005-IR(C-I)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR R K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
NO. 1 KARKARDOOM A COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No. 67/2007 
Shri Joginder Kumar, 

S/o Shri Ram Kishan, 

R/o-268/A, Hauz Rani, 

Malviya Nagar, Kumhar Basti, 

New Delhi-17. .. Workman 

Versus 

The Managing Director, 

Northwest Airlines, 

K. L. M. Royal Dutch Adams, 
i.GT Airport, Terminal-11, 

New Delhi. . . . Management 

AWARD 

A Loader was engaged by a contractor to provide 
his services to North West Airlines, K.L.M. Royal Dutch 
Adams, Terminal If IG1 Airport, New Delhi (hereinafter 
referred to as the management). He rendered his services 
to the contractor till 3 1 st of December, 2002, since service 


contract of the said contractor with the management had 
come to an end. Retrenchment compensation was offered 
by the Contractor to the loader, who refused to accept the 
same. He raised an industrial dispute for reinstatement of 
his services with the management before Conciliation 
Officer, Government of NCT, Delhi. Since conciliation 
proceedings failed. Government of N.C.T., Delhi referred 
the dispute to a Labour Court. He made a statement before 
the Labour Court to the effect that neither he was appointed 
nor his services were terminated by the contractor. He 
projected that he does not claim any relief of reinstatement 
against the contractor. In view of the statement made by 
the loader, the Labour Court passed an award on 13-4- 
2005. While the adjudication before the Labour Court was 
pending, he raised a dispute before the Conciliation Officer 
(Central). Since conciliation proceedings failed,the 
appropriate Government declined to refer the dispute for 
adjudication, vide its order dated 15-6-2005. He filed a writ 
petition before High Court of Delhi bearing No, WP (C) 
17723/2005, which was disposed of on 22nd May, 2007, 
commanding the appropriate Government to refer the 
dispute for adjudication. In pursuance of the missives so 
given, the appropriate Government referred the dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal, vide order No. L-1 1012 11 
2005-IR (C-l), New'Delhi dated 12-9-2007, with following 
terms:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Northwest 
Airlines, KLM Royal Dutch Airlines/M/s. Delhi 
Airport Services (P) Ltd., New' Delhi in dismissing 
the services of Shri Joginder Kumar, Loader, w.e.f 
31-12-2002 is justified and legal ? If not, to what relief 
is he concerned workman entitled?" 

2. Claim statement was tiled by Shri Joginder Kumar 
detailing therein that he was employed as loader w.e.f. 
February, 1998, with the management through the 
contractor, namely. Delhi Airport Services (P) Ltd. 
(hereinafter referred to as the Contractor). The contractor 
was having no licence for supply of contract labour. He 
was employed as a labour with the management. Though 
he was a permanent employee of the management, yet his 
services were terminated illegally w.e.f. 3 1-12-02 by the 
contractor, without assigning any valid reason. The 
contractor had no authority to terminate his services, since 
he was not his employee. After his illegal termination, he 
served a legal notice on the contractor as well as the 
management. He enlists documents which are in his 
possession and projects that he was an employee of the 
management. The management indulged in unfair labour 
practice and issued his salary cheques from the account of 
the contractor. Since he has acquired a status of permanent 
employee of the management, his removal from service h\ 
the contractor is illegal. Termination of his services is 
violative of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). Provisions of section 
25-G and 25-H ofthe Act and rules 76 and 77 of the Industrial 
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Disputes (Central) Rules 1957 were also violated. He is 
unemployed since the date of termination of his services. 
He seeks reinstatement in service of the management with 
continuity and full backwages. 

3. Contest was given to his claim by the management 
pleading that there was no privity of contract between the 
claimant and the management. The contractor appeared 
before the Conciliation Officer and projected that the 
claimant was its employee, which led appropriate 
Government to reject his claim. Since the claimant projects 
in his claim statement that his services were terminated by 
the contractor, he cannot claim relief against the 
management. The management projects that the claimant 
was an employee of the contractor, which fact has been 
projected by him in his claim statement. His services were 
terminated by the contractor, as per his own admission. He 
admits that his salary was being paid by the contractor, 
asserts the management. Under these circumstances, it 
does not lie in the mouth of the claimant to seek relief of 
reinstatement against the management. His claim statement 
is liable to be dismissed. 

4. On pleadings of parties, following issues were 
settled : 

1. Whether there was employer employee 
relationship between the parties? 

2. As in terms of reference. 

3. Relief 

5. Claimant had tendered his affidavit EX.WWI/A 
in support of his claim He was cross examined at length on 
behalf of the management. Shri Ignatious Furtado(MWl) 
and Col. Harbans Singh (MW2) tendered their affidavits 
as evidence on behalf of the management. They were cross 
examined at length on behalf of the claimant. No other 
witness was examined by either of the parties. 

6. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri Dinesh 
K.Bhardwaj, authorised representative, advanced 
agruments on behalf of the claimant. Shri O. P. Tiwari, 
authorised representative raised his submissions on behalf 
of the management. 1 have given my careful consideration 
to the arguments advanced at the bar and catiously perused 
the record. My findings on issues involved in the 
controversy are as follows : 

7. In his affidavit EX.WW I/A Shri Joginder Kumar 
swears that in February, 1998, he was employed as a 
loader by the management through the contractor, who 
did not possess any licence for supply of contract labour. 

I le further details therein that though he was a permanent 
employee of the management, yet his services were 
terminated illegally w.e.f. 31-12-02 by the contractor, 
without assigning any reason. In subsequent sections of 
his affidavit Ex.WWI/A, it has been detailed that the 
claimant was never an employee of the contractor and the 


management as well as contractor were hand in glove and 
indulged in unfair labour practice. To project that the 
management and the contractor indulged in unfair labour 
practice, the claimant placed reliance on documents 
EX. WW1/5 to EX. WW1/43. During the course of his cross 
examination, he concedes that cheque towards his wages 
were issued by the contractor. He further concedes that 
his name appears at SI. No. 70 of EX.WW 1/M 3. He also 
concedes that his signatures appears at point ‘A’ on 
EX. WW1/M 2. It is not disputed by him that claim 
statement EX.WWl/M-4 was filed by him before the 
Conciliation Officer, Government ofNC.T., Delhi. 

8. When facts unfolded by the claimant were closely 
perused, it came to light that he projects that his services 
were engaged by the management through the contractor 
in February, 1998. However, during the course of cross 
examination, he asserts that he worked with the 
management from May, 98 till 3 1st of December, 98. As 
per facts unfolded by the claimant, he was engaged by the 
management through the contractor. In his claim statement, 
filed before the Conciliation Officer Government of N.C.T., 
Delhi, which has been exhibited as EX.WW 1/M4, the 
claimant details that the management was the principle 
employer while Delhi Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. was the 
contractor, through whom he was employed by the 
management. He makes candid admission in the said 
statement to the effect that no appointment letter was 
issued to him by the management. He admits therein that 
his salary was being paid to him by the contractor. 
Therefore, these facts go to conclude that the claimant 
could not come out of cob-web of phraseology of 
contractor and principal employer and claimed that the Delhi 
Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. was the contractor, who engaged 
him for rendenng contract job with the management. He 
describes the management as his principal employer, within 
the meaning of the Contract Labour (Regulation & 
Abolition) Act, 1970 (in short the Contract Labour Act), 
asserting that the contractor has no license to supply 
contract labour. Therefore it is crystal clear that the 
claimant docs not dispel the facts that he was engaged by 
the contractor to perform contract job with the management. 

9. Various documents ate relied by the claimant to 
establish relationship of employer and employee between 
him and the management. It becomes expedient to 
ascertain as to whether direct relationship of employer and 
employee between the management and the claimant was 
ever established. For as-ccrtainmcnt of that fact, the 
documents relied by the claimant are being appreciated. 
EX.WW 1/5, EX.WW 1/8 and EX.WW 1/9, are letters written 
by Ekta Walia and John James to Manager, International 
Cargo, IGI Airport Terminal I, New Delhi, requesting him to 
allow the claimant to collect baggage on behalf of the 
management. Whether these documents give on inference 
that the claimant was an employee of the management? 
Answer lies in negative. As per contents of these 
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documents, claimant was sent to collect baggage of 
passengers on behalf of the management. Authority given 
to claimant to collect baggage on behalf of the management 
would not go to establish a relationship of employer and 
employee between the management and the claimant. No 
such remotest inference can be drawn out of the documents, 
referred above. 

10. Ex.WWl/7 is an appreciation letter written to 
the claimant by K.B.F. Steller, office manager. Shri Steller 
details that in recognition of claimant and his team’s efforts 
to deliver excellent service to the passengers of the 
management with smile, as on the attached photographs 
and happy customers, he commends his exceptional efforts 
to make the managements work effective in practice. This 
document nowhere project that it was written by an 
employer to his employee. Appreciation contained in the 
letter, referred above, simply lauds personal efforts of the 
claimant and his team members. Best results delivered by 
the claimant and his team got recognition. This recognition 
no where give an inference that the author of the letter is 
communicating with his subordinate. Appreciation 
contained there in was with a view' to pet the back. Except 
this aspect, no other emotion is expressed in the letter. 
Hence it is concluded that the letter under reference is a 
courteous communication, addressed to a person who 
delivers results to customers of the management. Contents 
of this communication are not going to give an inference 
that there existed employer and employee relationship 
between the parties. 

11. Ex. WW1 /10, Ex. W W1 /22 to Ex. W W1 /42 are the 
documents showing roaster of loaders and attendance 
cards of the claimant. Roaster Ex. WW1/10 does not bear 
any authentication. It was not proved by the claimant that 
Ex. WW1/10 was issued by the management. Therefore, 
this document would not go to establish that the claimant 
was an employee of the management.Ex.WWl/22 to 
Ex.WWl/42 are attendance cards of the claimant. On some 
of the cards the claimant had written name of the 
management by his own hands. These cards were disowned 
by the management. No whisper of evidence was adduced 
to show that these cards were issued by the management. 
It appears that these cards were issued by the contractor 
with a view to ensure attendance of the claimant on his job. 

12. Ex.WW 1/43 is a group photograph wherein 
claimant, other loaders, Hardeep and Harvinder Singh are 
depicted. On the strength of this document claimant wants 
to project that relationship of employer and employee exists 
between him and the management. I am afraid that this 
document gives such an inference. This group photograph 
is like one taken in an institute where various trainees are 
imparted training. If teacher/head of the institution gets 
himself photographed with the trainees that would not give 
an inference that those trainees were employees of the 
institution. In the same fashion, it seems that the aforesaid 


officers of the management posed for group photograph, 
alongwith loaders working with the management. This 
group photograph would not give am inference to the 
effect that the claimant was an employee of the 
management. 

13. Ex.WW 111 to Ex. WW 1 2 l are photo copies of 
gate passes issued in favour of the claimant from time to 
time. These gate passes were issued by Bureau of Civil 
Aviation to the claimant to perform job contract with the 
management, in the capacity of an employee of the 
contractor. A few of the gate passes were issued in favour 
ofthe claimant as an employ ee of M s. Executive Placement 
Service, the other contractor. It is not a case ofthe claimant 
that the contractors changed and he continued to work as 
loader with the management. His case has been that he 
was engaged by the contractor to work as loader with the 
management. Therefore, these gate passes nowhere go to 
espouse the claim projected by the claimant 

14. Shri Ignatious Kurtado sweats in his affidavit 
Ex. MW I/A that the claimant was never employed by the 
management, at any point of time. In fact he was in 
employment of the contractor, who appointed him and took 
work from him.Claimant was paid his wages by the 
contractor. As an employee of the contractor, his insurance 
number was 52558256. P.F.Account number of the claimant 
was DL-05902/276. He projects that initially claimant was 
engaged by M/s. Executive Placement Services and at that 
time his Provident Fund Account number was DL-167% 
175. Later on his P.F account was transferred on 1-4-99 
from DL-16796/175 to DL-5902 276, at his own request. 1 acts 
projected by Shri Furtado get support from events unfolded 
by Col. Harbans Sehgal, who swears in his affidavit 
Ex.MW2/A that claimant was earlier working with M s. 
Executive Placement Service. He joined services ofthe Delhi 
Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. on 1 -4-99. He served them upto 
31-12-02. Col. Sehgal projects -that wages ofthe claimant 
were paid, after deductions towards P.F. and K.S.L 
contributions. Therefore, out of facts projected by 
Shri Furtado and Col. Sehgal it emerge that the claimant 
was an employee of the contractor and not of the 
management. 

15. Whether factum of non obtaining licence for 
supply of manpower would result into proposition that 
the claimant becomes an employ of the management 0 
Answer lies in negative. Admittedly neither principal 
employer was registered nor the contractor had obtained 
any license under the provisions of the Contract Labour 
Act. What consequences would ensue, in case those 
provisions are not complied with by the principal employer 
as well as the contiactor. The Apex Court was confronted 
with such a propositon in Dina Nath and others (1992 
Lab. I.C. 75), where it was ruled that the only consequences 
of non compliance of the provisions of section 7 ofthe 
Contract Labour Act by the principal employer or 
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provisions of section 12 by the contractor is that they are 
liable for prosecution under the Act. But the employees 
employed through the contractor cannot be deemed to be 
the employees of the principal employer.Contract Labour 
Act does not provide for total abolition of the contract 
labour but provides for abolition by the appropriate 
Government in appropriate cases under section 10 of the 
said Act. The question of abolition of employment of 
contract labour in any process, operation or in any other 
work is a matter for the decision of the Government and not 
of the Courts. It was mandated therein that the Court would 
not issue a mendamus under Article 226 of the Constitution 
for deeming the contract labour as having become an 
employee of the princ ipal employer merely because he or 
the contractor had violated the provisions of the said Act. 
In view of the law laid above, it is evident that mere non 
compliance of the provisions of section 7 of 12 of the 
Contract Labour Act by the principal employer or the 
contractor respectively, it cannot be said that the claimant 
became an employee of the principal employer. 

16. Under what circumstances a contract labour can 
be declared to be an employee of the principal employer 
was a proposition before the Apex Court in Steel Authority 
of India Ltd. [2001 (7)S.C.C. 1 ]. Catena of decisions were 
considered by the Apex Court and it was laid therein that 
the contract labours fall in three classes viz. (I) where 
contract labour is engaged in or in connection with the 
work of an establishment and employment of contract labour 
is prohibited either because the industrial adjudicator/court 
ordered abolition of contract labour or because the 
appropriate Government issued notification under section 
10 (1) of the Contract Labour Act, no automatic absorption 
of contract labour working in the establishment can be 
ordered, (2) where contract was found to be a sham and 
nominal, rather a camouflage, in which case contract labour 
working in the establishment of the principal employer 
would be held, and in fact and reality to be the employees 
of the principal employer himself. Indeed such cases do 
not relate to the abolition of contract labour but present 
instances wherein the court pierce the veil and declare the 
correct position and as a fact at the stage after the 
employment, employment of contract labour stood 
prohibited, (3) wherein discharge of statutory obligation 
of maintaining a canteen in an establishment the principal 
employer availed services of the contractor, in which 
situations the courts have held that the contract labour 
would indeed be employees of the principal employer. The 
Court ruled that neither section 10 of the Contract Labour 
Act nor any other provision in that, Act, whether expressly 
or by necessary implication, ^provides for automatic 
absorption of contract labour on issuance of a notification 
by the appropriate Government under sub section (1) of 
section 10 of the Act, prohibiting employment of contract 
labour, in any process, operation or other work in any 
establishment. Consequently the principal employer cannot 
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be required to order absorption of the contract labour 
working in the establ ishment concerned. It was further ruled 
therein that in Saraspur Mills case [1974 (3) SCC 66], the 
workman engaged for working in the canteen run by the 
Co-operative Society for the appellant were the employees 
of the appellant mills. In Basti Sugar Mills (AIR 1964 S.C 
355) a canteen was run in the factory by the Co-operative 
Society and as such the workers working in the canteen 
were held to be employees of the establishment. The Apex 
Court ruled that these cases fall in class (3) mentioned 
above. Judgment in Hussain Bhai (1978 Lab. 
I. C. 1264),was considered by the Apex Court in the said 
precedent and it was ruled therein that the said precedent 
falls in class (2), referred above. The Apex Court concluded 
that on issuance of prohibitive notification under section 
10 of the Contract Labour Act, prohibiting employment of 
contract labour or otherwise, in an industrial dispute 
brought before it by the contract labour in regard to 
conditions of service, the Industrial Adjudicator will have 
to consider the question whether the contractor has been 
interposed either on the ground of having undertaken to 
produce any given result for the establishment or for supply 
of contract labour for work of the establishment under a 
genuine contract or a mere ruse/camoufiage to evade 
compliance of various beneficial legislation, so as to deprive 
the workers of the benefit there under. If the contract is 
found to be not genuine but a mere camouflage, the so 
called contract labour will have to be treated as employees 
of the principal ertiployer, who shall be directed to regularize 
the services of thi Contract labour in the establishment 
concerned, subject to the conditions as may be specified 
by the industrial adjudicator for that purpose. 

17. It is not the case of the claimant that the 
appropriate Government had prohibited employment of 
contract labour in the establishment of the management 
for job of loader, by issuance of a notification under sub 
section (1) of section 10 of the Contract Labour Act. He 
tried to assert that he was engaged by the management 
through the contractor. Out of facts show n by the claimant, 
it came to light that he harps that the contractor was 
interposed by the management, while in fact he worked 
under direct control of the latter. This proposition of fact 
was discarded by him, when he took a stand before the 
Labour Court, Govt, of NCT, Delhi, to the effect that neither 
he was appointed by the contractor nor the contractor 
terminated his services. Thus the claimant took a somersault 
and asserted that he was engaged directly by the 
management. Issue of contract being sham and nominal, 
rather a camouflage, was denounced by the claimant himself. 
Hence no option was left with this Tribunal to consider as 
to whether contract between the management and the 
contractor was sham, nominal and camouflage and to 
declare the claimant to be an employee of the 
management. Dwindling stand of the claimant left him 
neither here nor there, since he could not establish 
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relationship of employer and employee between himself 
and the management. 

18. As detailed above it is evident that there was no 
relationship of employer and employee between the claimant 
and the management. The claimant has not been able to 
establish that at any subsequent stage the management 
has established direct relationship of employer and 
employee with him. No evidence at all has been brought 
over the record to record a finding in favour of the claimant. 
Issue is, therefore, answered against the claimant and in 
favour of the management. 

issue No. 2 

19. Claimant projects that his services were 
dispensed with by the contractor. Col. Sehgal swears in 
his affidavit Ex. MW2/A that the claimant started absenting 
himself from his duties after 31-12-2002. Letters were sent 
to him and a public notice was given in Dainik Jagran, New 
Delhi, on 25-8-2004. Ultimately a cheque of his admitted 
duties was sent to his address by registered post on 19-12- 
2003. These facts were not disputed by the claimant when 
testimony of Col. Sehgal was purified by an ordeal of cross- 
examination. Therefore, it is emerging over the record that 
the claimant's services were done away on 31st of 
December. 2002, by the contractor, his employer. 

20. In relation to any industrial dispute concerning 

an industrial undertaking or establishment enumerated in 
clause (a) (i) of Section 2 ofthe Act, theXentral Government 
is the appropriate Government. For4h£ sake of convenience 
provisions of clause (a) (i) of Section 2 of the Act are 
extracted thus : >' 

"(a) appropriate Government" means 

(i) in relation to, any industrial dispute concerning 
any industry carried, on by or under the authority of the 
Central Governmentor by a railway company or concerning 
any such controlled industry as may be specified in this 
behalf by the Central Government or in relation to an 
industrial dispute concerning a Dock Labour Board 
established under Section 5A of the Dock Workers 
(Regulation of Employment) Act, 1948 (9 of 1948), or the 
Industrial Finance Corporation of India Limited formed and 
registered under the Companies Act, 1956 (1 of 1956) or the 
Employees’ State Insurance Corporation established under 
Section 3 of the Employees' State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 
of 1948), or the Board of Trustees constituted under Section 
3 A of the Coal Mines Provident f und and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act, 1948 (46 of 1948), or the Central Board of 
Trustees and the State Boards of Trustees constituted 
under Section 3A of the Coal Mines Provident Kund and 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1948 (46 of' 1948), or the 
Central Board of Trustees and the Slate Boards of 
Trustees constituted under Section 5A and Section 5B, 
respectively, of the Employees 1 Provident Kund and 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), or the 
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Life insurance Corporation of India established under 
Section 3 of the Life Insurance Corporation Act, 1956 (31 
of 1956), or the Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Limited 
registered under the Companies Act, 1956 (1 of 1956), or 
the Deposit Insurance and Credit Cuarantee Corporation 
established under Section 3 of the Deposit Insurance and 
Credit Guarantee Corporation Act, 1961 (47 of 1961), or the 
Central Warehousing Corporation established under 
Section 3 of the Warehousing Corporal ions Act, 1962 (58 of 
1962) or the Unit Trust of India established under Section 3 
of the Unit Trust of India Act, 1963 (52 of 1963). or the Food 
Corporation of India established under Section 3. or a Board 
of Management established for two or more contiguous 
States under Section 16, of the food Corporations Act, 1964 
(37 of 1964), or the Airports Authority of India constituted 
under Section 3 of the Airports Authority of India Act, 1994 
(55 of 1994), or a Regional Rural Bank established under 
Section 3 ofthe Regional Rural Banks Act, 1976(21 of 1976), 
or the Export Credit and Guarantee Corporation Limited or 
the Industrial Reconstruction Bank of India Limited, the 
National Housing Bank established under Section 3 ofthe 
National Housing Bank Act, 1987 (53 of 1987} or an air 
transport service, or a banking or an insurance company, a 
mine, an oil field, a Cantonment Board, or a major port, the 
Central Government and(ii) in relation to any other industrial 
dispute, the State Government." 

21. Who shall be the appropriate Govern men l for the 
present dispute? Answer has been provided in clause (a) 
(ii) of Section 2 of the Act, which contemplates that in 
relation to any other industrial dispute the State Government 
is the appropriate Government. I lowevcr, this Tribunal is 
not oblivious of the proposition that union ten iloix of 
Delhi enjoins a special status under the Constilulion. Delhi 
is a Union Territory having some special provisions with 
respect to its administration. Article 239 ol lhc Constitulion 
speaks that every union territory shall be administered by 
the President acting, to such extent as he thinks til, through 
an administrator to be appointed by him with such 
designation as he may specify. Article 239 A A makes 
special provisions with respect to Delhi, detailing therein 
that the union territory of Delhi shall be called the National 
Capital Territory of Delhi and the administrator thereof 
appointed in article 239 shall be designated as the Lieutenant 
Governor. There shall be Legislative AssembK and 
provisions of article 324 to 327 and 329 shall apply in relation 
the Legislative Assembly ofthe National Capital Territory 
of Delhi as they apply in relation to a State. I he Legislative 
Assembly shall have power to make laws for the whole or 
any part ofthe National Capital Territory with respect lo 
the matters enumerated in the Stale List or the Concurrent 
List except llie matters with respect lo entries 1.2 and I 8 of 
the Stale List and entries 64,65 and 66 of that list, in so for 
they relate lo the said entries l, 2 and I 8. The Council of 
Ministers shall be headed by the Chief Minister to aid 
and advise the Lt. Governor in exercise of his functions 
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in relation of the matters with respect to which the 
Legislative Assembly has power to make laws. In case 
difference of opinion between Lt. Governor and his 
Ministers on any matter, the Lt. Governor shall refer it to 
the President for decision and act according to the decision 
given thereon by the President and pending such decision 
the Lt. Governor is competent to take action in urgent 
matters. The Chief Minister shall be appointed by the 
President and Ministers shall be appointed by the 
President on the of the advise of the Chief 
Minister.Therefore, it is evident that though a Legislative 
Assembly is there in National Capital Territory of Delhi, 
yet it is a union territory administered by the President 
though the Administrator appointed by him. In case of 
difference of opinion between the Administrator and the 
Ministers, it is the decision of the President that prevails. 
Consequently the State Government merges with the Centre 
when Lt. Governor Administer the Union Territory or in 
case of difference of opinion the President decides the issue. 

22. State Government has been defined in clause 
(60) of Section 3 of the General Clauses Act, 1897, in respect 
of anything done or to be done after commencement of the 
Constitution (7th Amendment) Act, 1956 in a case of State, 
the Governor and in a Union Territory, the Central 
Government. Therefore, it is evident that for a Union 
Territory, no distinction has been made between the State 
and the Central Government. The President administers 
the UnionTerritory, through an Administrator appointed 
by him. In case of National Capital Territory of Delhi, it is 
being administered by the President though the Lieutenant 
Governor Though there is a Legislative Assembly and 
Council of Ministers, yet in case of difference of opinion 
between the Lieutenant Governor and Council of Ministers, 
the decision of the President shall prevail, which fact make 
it clear that for the purpose of administration of the union 
territory, the Central and the State Government merges over 
certain matter. 

23. High Court of Delhi was confronted with such a 
proposition in M. K Jain (1981 Lab. 1. C. 62) wherein it was 
laid as follows: 

The award was sought to be voided, inter alia , on 
the ground that by virtue of the constitution and 
composition of the Corporation, Central Government 
was the only authority competent to make a reference 
of the dispute to the Industrial Court and that the 
reference by the Lieutenant Governor of Delhi was, 
therefore, in excess of powers. Even otherwise no 
exception could be taken to the order of reference, 
even if it be assumed that Central Government was 
the appropriate Government, in as much as the 
distinction between the Central and the State 
Government in relation to the Union Territory in our 
constitutional framework is rendered illusory. Union 
Territory is administered by the President of India 
under Article 239 of the Constitution of India, acting 
to such extent as he thinks fit. Therefore the 


Administrator, to be appointed by him, in the case 
of Union Territory, there is an amalgamation of the 
constitutional classification of legislative and 
executive powers between the Centre and the States. 
According to Section 3(60) of the General Clauses 
Act, the ’‘Central Government” in relation to the 
administration of Union Territory means the 
Administrator acting within the scope of authority 
given to him under article 239 of the Constitution of 
India and in terms of Section 3(60) of the General 
Clauses Act, “State Government” as respects 
anything done or to be done in the Union Territory 
means the Central Government. In the case of Union 
Territory, therefore, the Central and State 
Governments merge and it is immaterial whether an 
order of reference is made by one or the other. This 
contention must, therefore, fail" 

24. Again in Mahavir (97 [2002) DI. T 922)] the 
High Court was confronted with the same 
proposition. Relying the precedent in M K. Jain (Supra) 
with profit it was ruled that reference made by the 
Government ofNCT of Delhi was not bad despite the fact 
that appropriate Government was the Central Government. 
Difference of State Government and Central Gov ernment 
goes to the brink of abolition when State Government has 
been defined as the Central Government by clause (60) of 
section 3 of the General Clauses Act and Delhi is being 
administered by the President through the Administrator 
appointed by him. Therefore, the aforesaid precedents make 
it clear that a status of union territory' ofDelhi can be termed 
as Central Government in certain matters. 

25. Whether the Central Government can be termed 
as State Government for any purpose? Article 53 of the 
Constitution provides that the executive power oi the i mio" 
shall vest in the President and shall be exercised by him 
either directly or through officers subordinate to him in 
accordance with the Constitution. Article 73 defines extent 
of executive power of the Centre, that is. on matters which 
shall be controlled and administered by the Central 
executive, it has been detailed therein that the executive 
power of the union shall extend - (a) to the matters with 
respect to which Parliament has power to make laws and 
(b) to the exercise of such rights, authority and jurisdiction 
as are exercisable by the Government of India by virtue of 
any treaty or agreement. The extent of the States executive 
power is set out in Article 161 of the Constitution. 
Administrative relations between the union and the states 
is to be dealt in accordance with the provisions of Articles 
256, 257, 258, 258A, 260 and 261 of the Constitution. 
Article 258A was added by 7th Amendment Act, 1956 to 
make a matching provision to clause (1) of Article 258 of 
the Constitution. While exercising powers contained in 
clause (I) of Article 258, the President is empowered to 
entrust union functions to a State Government or its 
officers. There was no provisions enabling the Governor 
of a State to entrust state functions to the Central 
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Government or its officers. That lacuna was found to be of 
practicable difficulty and provisions of Article 258A were 
inserted in the Constitution Thus it is evident that arena 
of union executive powers and the state executive powers 
are well defined. 

26. Clause (8) of Section 3 of the General Clauses 
Act defines the Central Government in relation to 
administration of Union Territory, "the Administrator 
thereof acting within the scope of authority given to him 
under Article 239 of the Constitution’'. Therefore, it is 
evident that Administrator of Government of N.C.T. Delhi, 
has been defined to mean as Central Government to 
administer the Union Territory of Delhi. Hence for the limited 
purposes, provided in the Constitution, executive functions 
of the Central Government can be entrusted to Government 
of a State or its Officers. The Central Government would 
not be termed as the State Government, when those 
functions are being executed by the State Government or 
its officers. So executive power of the Union can be 
exercised certain matters by the State Government or its 
officers but in that situation to the Central Government 
would not be termed as the State Government. The special 
provisions referred above would not make the reference, 
made by the Central Government as the reference made by 
Government of N.C.T. of Delhi. 

27. There is other facet of the coin. This Tribunal 
was constituted vide notification No. A-l 1020/33/75-CLT 
dated 30-9-76. It was provided in the notification that the 
Tribunal has been constituted under the powers provided 
in sub-section {1) of sub-section (2) of Section 7-A of the 
Act, with its head quarter at New' Delhi. Another notification 
was issued on that very date empowering the tribunal to 
adjudicate applications moved in sub-section (2) of 
Section 33-C of the Act, in relation to the workman 
employed in any'industry' in the Union Territory of Delhi, 
in respect of which the Central Government is the 
appropriate Government. Therefore, the Tribunal has been 
empowered to adjudicate industrial disputes, in respect of 
which Central Government is the appropriate Government. 
As pointed out above, the appropriate Government in this 
case is the State Government. Under these circumstances 
this Tribunal cannot entertain the present dispute for 
adjudication, in respect of which appropriate Government 
is the State Government. 

28. Since this Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction 
to adjudicate the reference, hence the Tribunal refrains its 
hands from entering into the merits of the matter. The Central 
(iove rumen t was not competent to make a reference of this 
dispute to this Tribunal. The parties should seek redressal 
at the appropriate forum. Issue is answered accordingly. 

Relief 

29. In view of the ad judication on issue No. I and 2 
claimant is not entitled to any relief 11 is claim is liable to be 
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rejected, hence it is rejected. An award is accordingly, 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dr. R. K, YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 31-8-2010 

Tlferft, 30 ftldMC 2010 
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New Delhi, the 30th September. 2010 

S.O. 2705. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 66 2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Eabour 
Court-1, New Delhi as shown in the Anncxure. in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the Management of M/s. North West Airlines, k. L. M 
Royal Dutch Adams and I.G.l. Airport and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
30-09-2010, 

| No. 1 -1 1012 12 200vlR((‘-l| | 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO. Desk Ofliccr 

ANNEXIJRE 

HR FORT DR. R. K. Y ADAV, PRFS1DI NG O K H ( E R, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL 
( No. 1 )KAKKARKXK>IVIA COURTS COMPLEX. 
DEI ill 

1.1). No. 66/2007 
Shri Mukesh Kumar 
S/o Shri Veer Singh, 

R/o-l louse No. 34, 

Shorabh Khef, 
l lari Nagar I Extension. 

New Delhi ...Workman 

Versus 

1 he Managing Director, 

Northwest Airlines, 

K. L. M. Royal Dutch Adams. 
l.G.I. Airport. Terminal-11, 

New Delhi 
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AWARD 

A Loader was engaged by a contractor to provide 
his services to North West Airlines, K.L.M. Royal Dutch 
Adams, Terminal 11, 1GI Airport, New Delhi (hereinafter 
referred to as the management). He rendered his services 
to the contractor till 31 st of December, 2002, since service 
contract of the said contractor with the management had 
come to an end. Retrenchment compensation was offered 
by the Contractor to the loader, who refused to accept the 
same. He raised an industrial dispute for reinstatement of 
his services with the management before Conciliation 
Officer, Government of NCT, Delhi. Since conciliation 
proceedings failed, Government of N.C.T., Delhi referred 
the dispute to a Labour Court. He made a statement before 
the Labour Court to the effect that neither he was appointed 
nor his services were terminated by the contractor. He 
projected that he does not claim any relief of reinstatement 
against the contractor. In view of the statement made by 
the loader, the Labour Court passed an award on 
i 3-4-2005. While the adjudication before the Labour Court 
was pending, he raised a dispute before the Conciliation 
Officer (Central). Since conciliation proceedings failed, the 
appropriate Government declined to refer the dispute for 
adjudication, vide its order dated 15-6-2005. He filed a writ 
petition before High Court of Delhi bearing No. WP (C) 
17728/2005, w hich was disposed of on 22nd May, 2007, 
commanding the appropriate Government to refer the 
dispute for adjudication. In pursuance of the missives so 
given, the appropriate Government referred the dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal, vide order No. L-l 1012/12/ 
2005-lR(C-l),New Delhi dated 12-9-2007, with following 
terms:— 

‘‘Whether the action of the management of 
Northwest Airlines, KLM Royal Dutch Airlines/ 
M/s. Delhi Airport Services (P) Ltd., New Delhi in 
dismissing the services of Shri Mukesh Kumar, 
Loader, w.e.f. 31-12-2002 is justified and legal ? If 
not, to what relief is the concerned workman 
entitled?*’ 

2. Claim statement was filed by Shri Mukesh Kumar 
detailing therein that he was employed as loader w.e.f. 
1st January, 2000, with the management through the 
contractor, namely Delhi Airport Services (P) Ltd. 
(hereinafter referred to as the Contractor). The contractor 
was having no licence for supply of contract labour. He 
was employed as a labour with the management. Though 
he was a permanent employee of the management, yet his 
services were terminated illgally w.e.f 31-12-02 by the 
contractor, without assigning any valid reason. The 
contractor had no authority to terminate his services, since 
he was not his employee. After his illegal termination, he 
served a legal notice on the contractor as well as the 
management. He enlists documents which are in his 
possession and projects that he was an employee of the 


management. The management indulged in unfair labour 
practice and issued his salary cheques from the account of 
the contractor. Since he has acquired a status of permanent 
employee ofthe management, his removal from service b\ 
the contractor is illegal. Termination of his services is 
violative of the provisions of Section 25-1 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (in short the Act). Provisions of 
Section 25-G and 25-H of the Act and rules 76 and 77 of the 
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 were also violated. 
He is unemployed since the date of termination ot his 
services. He seeks reinstatement in service of the 
management with continuity and full back wages. 

3. Contest was given to his claim b\ the management 
pleading that there was no privity of contract between the 
claimant and the management. The contractor appeared 
before the Conciliation Officer and projected that the 
claimant was its employee, which led appropriate 
Government to reject his claim. Since the claimant projects 
in his claim statement that his services were terminated by 
the contractor, he cannot claim relief against the 
management. The management projects that the claimant 
was an employee of the contractor, which fact has been 
projected by him in his claim statement. His services were 
terminated by the contractor, as per his own admission, i le 
admits that his salary was being paid by the contractor, 
asserts the management. Under these circumstances, it 
does not lie in the mouth of the claimant to seek relief of 
reinstatement against the management. His claim statement 
is liable to be dismissed. 

4. On pleadings of parties, following issues were 
settled : 

1. Whether there was employer employee 
relationship between the parties? 

2. As in terms of reference. 

3. Relief. 

5. Claimant had tendered his affidavit hx.WWI/A 
in support of his claim. He was cross examined at length on 
behalf of the management. Shri Ignatious Furtado (MW!) 
and Col. Harbans Singh (MW2) tendered their affidavits 
as evidence on behalf of the management They were 
cross examined at length on behalf of the claimant. No 
other witness was examined by either of the parties. 

6. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri Dincsh 
K. Bhardwaj, authorised representative, advanced 
arguments on behalf of the claimant. Shri O. P. TiwarL 
authorised representative raised his submissions on behalf 
of the management. I have given my careful consideration 
to the arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously 
perused the record. My findings on issues involved in the 
controversy are as follows : 

7. In his affidavit Lx.WWI/A Shri Mukesh Kumar 
swears that on I st January', 2000, he was employed as a 
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loader by the management through the contractor, who 
did not possess any licence for supply of contract labour. 
He further details therein that though he was a permanent 
employee 4 of the management, yet his services were 
terminated illegally w.e.f. 31-12-02 by the contractor, 
without assigning any reason. In subsequent sections of 
his affidavit Ex.WWl/A, it has been detailed that the 
claimant was never an employee of the contractor and the 
management as well as contractor were hand in glove and 
indulged in unfair labour practice. To project that the 
management and the contractor indulged in unfair labour 
practice, the claimant placed reliance on documents 
Ex.WWl/5 to Ex. WW1/36. During the course of his cross 
examination, he concedes that cheque towards his wages 
were.issued by the contractor. He further concedes that 
his nJme appears at SI. No, 107 of Ex. WW 1/M 3. He also 
concedes that his signatures appears at point ‘A’ on 
Ex. W W 1/M 2. It is not disputed by him that claim statement 
Ex.WWl/M-4 was filed by him before the Conciliation 
Officer, Government of N.C.T., Delhi. 

8. When facts unfolded by the claimant were closely 
perused, it came to light that he projects that his services 
were engaged by the management through the 
contractor on 1st January', 2000. However, during the 
course of cross examination, he asserts that he worked 
with the management from January 2000 till 31st of 
December, 2002. As per facts unfolded by the claimant, 
he was engaged by the management through the 
contractor. In his claim statement, filed before the 
Conciliation Officer Government of N.C.T., Delhi, which 
has been exhibited as Ex.WW 1/M4, the claimant details 
that the management was the principle employer while 
Delhi Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. was the contractor, 
through whom he was employed by the management. 
He makes candid admission in the said statement to the 
effect that no appointment letter was issued to him by the 
management He admits therein that his salary was being 
paid to him by the contractor. Therefore, these facts go to 
conclude that the claimant could not come out of cob-web 
of phraseology of contractor and principal employer and 
claimed that the Delhi Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. was the 
contractor, who engaged him for rendering contract job 
with the management. He describes the management as his 
principal employer, within the meaning of the Contract 
Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 (in short the 
Contract Labour Act), asserting that the contractor has no 
license to supply contract labour. Therefore it is crystal 
clear that the claimant does not dispel the facts that he 
was engaged by the contractor to perform contract job 
with the management. 

9. Various documents are relied by the claimant 
to establish relationship of employer and employee 
between him and the management. It becomes expedient 
to ascertain as to whether direct relationship of 
employer and employee between the management and 


the claimant was ever established. For ascertainment 
those facts the documents relied by the claimant arc 
being appreciated. Ex.WWl/5, Ex.WW 110 to l-x.WWl 
II, Ex.WWI/12 to Ex.WWI/34. are the documents 
showing roster of loaders and attendance cards of the 
claimant. Roaster Ex.WWl/5, to Ex. WWI 10 do not 
bear any authentication. It was not proved hv the 
claimant that Ex.WW 1/5 to Ex. WW 1/10 were issued by 
the management. Therefore, these documents would not 
go to est ablish that the claimant was an employee of 
the management. Ex. WW1/I2 to Ex. WWl/34 are 
attendance cards of the claimant. On some of the cards 
the claimant had written name of the management b\ 
his own hands. These cards were disowned by the 
management. No whisper of evidence was adduced to 
show that these cards were issued by the management. 
It appears that these cards were issued by the contractor 
with a view to ensure attendance of the claimant on his 
job. 

10. Ex.WW 1/35 is a group photograph wherein 
claimant, other loaders, Hardeep and Harvinder Singh 
are depicted. On the strength ofthis document claimant 
wants to project that relationship of employer and 
employee exists between him and the management. 1 am 
afraid that this document gives such an inference. This 
group photograph is like one taken in an institute where 
various trainees are imparted training. If teacher head 
of the institution gets himself photographed with the 
trainees that would not give an inference that those 
trainees were employees of the institution. In the same 
fashion, it seems that the aforesaid officers of the 
management posed for group photograph, alongwith 
loaders working with the management. This group 
photograph would not give any inference to the effect 
that the claimant was an employee of the management. 

11. Ex, WW'l/ll and some unproved photo 
copies of gate passes, issued in favour of the claimant 
from time to time are there on the file. These gate passes 
were issued by Bureau of Civil Aviation to the claimant 
to perform job contract with the management, in the 
capacity of an employee of the contractor, these gate 
passes do not project facts, which may espouse his 
case to the effect that he was engaged by the 
management or subsequently he ceased to be an 
employee of the contractor on account of the fact that 
direct relations of employer and employee were 
established with him by the management. As detailed 
above, his case has been that he was engaged by the 
contractor to work as loader with the management. 
Therefore, these gate passes nowhere go to espouse 
claim projected by the claimant. 

12. Shri Ignatious Furtado swears in his affidavit 
Ex. MW 1/A that the claimant was never employed b\ 
the management, at any point of time. In fact he was in 
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employment of the contractor, who appointed him and 
took work from him. Claimant was paid hid wages by the 
contractor. As an employee of the cotractor, his P. F. 
Account number of the claimant was DL-05902/366. He 
projects that initially claimant was engaged by M/s Delhi 
Airport Service Pvt. Ltd. Facts projected by Shri Furtado 
get support from events unfolded by CoL Harbans Sehgal, 
who swears in his affidavit Ex.MW2/A that claimant was 
earlier working with M/s. Delhi Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. 
He joined services of the Delhi Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. 
on 8-3-2000. He served them upto 31-12-02. Col. Sehgal 
projects that wages of the claimant were paid, after 
deductions towards P.F. and F.S.l. contributions. Therefore, 
out of facts projected by Shri Furtado and CoL Sehgal it 
emerge that the claimant was an employee of the contractor 
and not of the management. 

13. Whether factum of non obtaining licence for 
supply of manpower would result into proposition that 
the claimant becomes an employ of the management? 
Answer lies in negative. Admittedly neither principal 
employer was registered nor the contractor had obtained 
any license under the provisions of the Contract Labour 
Act. What consequences would ensue, in case those 
provisions are not complied with by the principal employer 
as well as the contractor. The Apex Court was confronted 
with such a propositon in Dina Nath and others (1992 Lab. 
I. C. 75), where it was ruled that the only consequences of 
non compliance of the provisions of section 7 of the 
Contract Labour Act by the principal employer or 
provisions of section 12 by the contractor is that they are 
liable for prosecution under the Act. But the employees 
employed through the contractor cannot be deemed to be 
the employees of the principal employer.Contract Labour 
Act does not provide for total abolition of the contract 
labour but provides for abolition by the appropriate 
Government in appropriate cases under section 10 of the 
said Act. The question of abolition of employment of 
contract labour in any process, operation or in any other 
work is a matter for the decision of the Government and not 
of the Courts. It was mandated therein that the Court would 
not issue a mendamus under Article 226 of the Constitution 
for deeming the contract labour as having become an 
employee of the principal employer merely because he or 
the contractor had violated the provisions of the said Act. 
In view of the law laid above, it is evident that mere non 
compliance of the provisions of section 7 of 12 of the 
Contract Labour Act by the principal employer or the 
contractor respectively, it cannot be said that the claimant 
became an employee of the principal employer. 

14. Under what circumstances a contract labour can 
be declared to be an employee of the principal employer 
was a proposition before the Apex Court in Steel Authority 
of India Ltd. [2001 (7)S.C.C. 1]. Catena of decisions 
were considered by the Apex Court and it was laid there 


in that the contract labours fall in three classes viz. (I) 
where contract labour is engaged in or in connection with 
the work of an establishment and employment of contract 
labour is prohibited either because the industrial 
adjudicator/court ordered abolition of contract labour 
because the appropriate Government issued notification 
under section 10(1) of the Contract Labour Act, no 
automatic absorption of contract labour working in the 
establishment can be ordered, (2) w here contract was found 
to be a sham and nominal, rather a camouflage, in which 
case contract labour working in the establishment of the 
principal employer would be held, and in fact and reality to 
be the employees of the principal employer himself. Indeed 
such cases do not relate to the abolition of contract labour 
but present instances wherein the court pierce the veil and 
declare the correct position and as a fact at the stage after 
the employment, employment of contract labour stood 
prohibited. (3) wherein discharge of statutory obligation 
of maintaining a canteen in an establishment the principal 
employer availed services of the contractor, in which 
situations the courts have held that the contract labour 
would indeed be employees of the principal employer. The 
Court ruled that neither section 10 of the Contract I .abour 
Act noray other provision in that Act, whether expressly or 
by necessary implication, provides for automatic absorption 
of contract labour on issuance of a notification by the 
appropriate Government under sub section (I) of section 
10 of the Act, prohibiting employment of contract labour, 
in any process, operation or other work in any 
establishment. Consequently the principal employer cannot 
be required to order absorption of the contract labour 
working in the establishment concerned. It was further ruled 
therein that in Saraspur Mills case (1974 (3) SCC 66), the 
workman engaged for working in the canteen run by the 
Cooperative Society for the appellant weir the employees 
ofthe appellant mills. In Basti Sugar Mills (AIR 1964 S.C. 
355) a canteen was run in the factory by the Cooperative 
Society and as such the workers working in the canteen 
were held to be employees ofthe establishment. The Apex 
Court ruled that these cases fall in class (3) mentioned 
above. Judgment in Hussain Bhai (1978 I ,ab. I. C. 1264),was 
considered by the Apex Court in the said precedent and it 
was ruled therein that the said precedent falls in class (2), 
referred above. The Apex Court concluded that on issuance 
of prohibitive notification under section 10 ofthe Contract 
Labour Act, prohibiting employment of contract labour or 
otherwise, in an industrial dispute brought before it by the 
contract labour in regad to conditions of service, the 
Industrial Adjudicator will have to consider the question 
whether the contractor has been interposed either on the 
ground of having undertaken to produce any given result 
for the establishment or for supply of contract labour for 
work of the establishment under a genuine contract or a 
mere ruse/camouflagc to evade compliance of various 
beneficial legislation, so as to deprive the workers of 
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the benefit there under. If the contract is found to be 
not genuine but a mere camouflage, the so called 
contract labour will have to be treated as employees of 
the principal employer, who shall be directed to 
regularize the services of the contract labour in the 
establishment concerned, subject to the conditions as 
may be specified by the industrial adjudicator for that 
purpose. 

15. It is not the case of the claimant that the 
appropriate Government had prohibited employment of 
contract labour in the establishment of the management 
for job of loader, by issuance of a notification under 
sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the Contract Labour 
Act. He tried to assert that be was engaged by the 
management through the contractor. Out of facts shown 
by the claimant, it came to light that he harps that the 
contractor was interposed by the management, while in 
fact he worked under direct control of the latter. This 
proposition of fact was discarded by him, when he took 
a stand before the Labour Court, Govt, of NCT, Delhi, 
to the effect that neither he was appointed by the 
contractor nor the contractor terminated his services. 
Thus the claimant took a somersault and asserted that 
he was engaged directly bv the management. Issue of 
contract being sham and nominal, rather a camouflage, 
was denoun by the claimant himself Hence no option 
was left with this Tribunal to consider as to whether 
contract between the management and the contractor 
was sham, nominal and camouflage and to declare the 
claimant to be an employee of the management. 
Dwindling stand of the claimant left him neither here 
nor there, since he could not establish relationship of 
employer and employee between himself and the 
management. 

16. As detailed above it is evident that there was 
no relationship of employer and employee between the 
claimant and the management. The claimant has not 
been able to establish that at any subsequent stage the 
management has established direct relationship of 
employer and employee with him. No evidence at all 
has been brought over the record to record a finding in 
favour of the claimant. Issue is, therefore, answered 
against the claimant and in favour of the management. 

Issue No. 2 

17. Claimant projects that his services w'ere 
dispensed with by the contractor. Col. Sehgal swears 
in his affidavit EX. MW2/A that the claimant started 
absenting himself from his duties after 31-12-02. Letters 
were sent to him and a public notice was given in Dainik 
Jagran, New Delhi, on 25-8-2004. Ultimately a cheque of 
his admitted duties was sent to his address by 
registered post on 19-12-2003. These facts were not 
disputed by the claimant when testimony of Col. Sehgal 
was purified by an ordeal of cross examination. 
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Therefore, it is emerging over the record that the 
claimant's services were done away on 3 1st of 
December. 2002, by the contractor, his employer. 

18. In relation to any industrial dispute 
concerning an industrial undertaking or establishment 
enumerated in clause (a) (i) of Section 2 of the Act. the 
Central Government is the appropriate Government. For 
the sake of convenience provisions of clause (a) (i) of 
Section 2 of the Act are extracted thus : 

"(a) appropriate Government" means 

(i) in relation to any industrial dispute concerning 
any industry carried on by or under the authority of the 
Central Government or by a railway company or 
concerning any such controlled industry as may be 
specified in this behalf by the Central Government or in 
relation to an industrial dispute concerning a Dock 
Labour Board established under Section 5 A of the Dock 
Workers (Regulation of Employment) Act. 1948(9 of 
1948), or the Industrial Finance Corporation of India 
Limited formed and registered under the Companies Act. 
1956 (1 of 1956) or the Employees' State Insurance 
Corporation established under Section 3 of the 
Employees' State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948). or 
the Board of Trustees constituted under Section 3 A of 
the Coal Mines Provident Fund and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act. 1948 (46 of 1948). or the Central Board 
of Trustees and the State Boards of Trustees constituted 
under Section 3A of the Coal Mines Provident f und 
and Miscellaneous Provisions Act. 1948 (46 of 1948). 
or the Central Board of Trustees and the State Boards 
of Trustees constituted under Section 5 A and Section 
5B, respectively, of the Employees' Provident Filmland 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act. 1952 (19 of 1952). or the 
Life Insurance Corporation of India established under 
Section 3 of the Life Insurance Corporation Act, 1956 
(31 of 1956). or Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Limited 
registered under the Companies Act, 1956(1 ot 1956 ). 
or the Deposit Insurance and Credit Gurantcc 
Corporation established under Section - 3 of the Deposit 
Insurance Credit Guarantee Corporation Act. 1961 (47 
of 1961), or the “Central Warehousing Corporation 
established under Section 3 of the Warehousing 
Corporations Act. 1962 (58 of 1962). or the Unit l rust of 
India established under Section 3 of lhe l nil D ust of 
India Act, 1963 (52 of 1963). or the Food Corporation of 
India established under Section 3. or a Board ot 
Management established for two or more contiguous 
States under Section 16, of the f ood Corporations Act, 
1964(37 of 1964), or the Airports Authority of India 
constituted under Section 3 of the Airports Authority 
of India Act. 1994 (55 of 1994), or a Regional Rural Bank 
established under Section 3 of the Regional Rural Banks 
Act, 1976(21 of 1976), or the Export Credit and t maranlee 
Corporation Limited or the Industrial Re^-astrTiction 
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Bank of India Limited, the National Housing Bank 
established under Section 3 of the National Housing 
Bank Act, 1987 (53 of 1987)or an air transport service, 
or a banking or an insurance company, a mine, an oil 
Held, a Cantonment Board, or a major port, the Central 
Government and(ii) in relation to any other industrial 
dispute, the State Government;” 

1 9. Who shall be the appropriate Government for 
the present dispute? Answer has been provided in 
clause (a) (ii) of Section 2 of the Act, which contemplates 
that in relation to any other industrial dispute the State 
Government is the appropriate Government However, 
this Tribunal is not oblivious of the proposition that 
Union Territory of Delhi enjoins a special status under 
the Constitution. Delhi is a Union Territory having some 
special provisions with respect to its administration. 
Article 239 of the Constitution speaks that every Union 
Territory shall be administered by the President acting, 
to such extent as he thinks fit, through an administrator 
to be appointed by him with such designation as he 
may specify. Article 239 A A makes special provisions 
with respect to Delhi, detailing therein that the Union 
territory of Delhi shall be called the National Capital 
Territory of Delhi and the administrator thereof 
appointed in article 239 shall be designated as the 
Lieutenant Governor. There shall be Legislative 
Assembly and provisions of article 324 to 327 and 329 
shall apply in relation the Legislative Assembly of the 
National Capital Territory of Delhi as they apply 
inrelation to a State. The Legislative Assembly shall 
have power to make laws for the whole or any part of 
the National Capita! Territory with respect to the matters 
enumerated in the State List or the Concurrent List 
except the matters with respect to entries 1,2 and 1 8 of 
the Stale List and entries 64, 65 and 66 of that list, in so 
for they relate to the said entries 1,2 and 18. The Council 
of Ministers shall be headed by the Chief Minister to 
aid and advise the I t. Governor in exercise of his 
functions in relation ofthe matters with respect to which 
then Legislative Assembly has power to make laws. In 
ease difference of opinion between Lt. Governor and 
Ins ministers on any matter, the Lt. Governor shall refer 
it to the President for decision and act according to the 
decision given thereon by the President and pending 
Mich decision the Lt. Governor is competent to take 
action in urgent matters. The Chief Minister shall be 
appointed by the President and Ministers shall be 
appointed by the President on the advice of the Chief 
Minister Therefore, it is evident that though a 
Legislative Assembly is there in National Capital 
Territory of Delhi, yet it is a Union Territory 
administered by the President through the 
Administrator appointed by him. In case of difference 
of opinion between the Administrator and the Ministers, 
it is the decision of the President that prevails. 


Consequently the State Government merges with the 
Centre when 

Lt. Governor Administer the union Territory or in ease 
of difference of opinion the President decides the issue. 

20. State Government has been defined in 
clause(60) of Section 3 ofthe General Clauses Act, 1 897. 
in respect of anything done or to be done after 
commencement of the Constitution (7th Amendment) 
Act, 1956 in a case of State, the Governor and in a Union 
Territory, the Central Government Therefore, it is 
evident that for a Union Territory, no distinction has 
been made between the State and the Central 
Government. The President administers the 
UnionTerritory, through an Administrator appointed by 
him. In case of National Capita! Territory of Delhi, it is 
being administered by the President though the 
Lieutenant Governor. Though there is a Legislative 
Assembly and Council of Ministers, yet in case of 
difference of opinion between the Lieutenant Governor 
and Council of Ministers, the decision ofthe President 
shall prevail, which fact make it clear that for the purpose 
of administration of the Union Territory, the Central 
and the Stale Government merges over certain matter. 

2 I. High Court of Delhi was confronted w ith such 
a proposition in M. K. Jain (i 981 Lab. !. C. 62) wherein 
it was laid as follows : 

“The award was sought to be voided, inter alia, 
on the ground that by virtue of the constitution and 
composition of the Corporation, Central Government 
was the only authority competent to make a reference 
ofthe dispute to the Industrial Court and that the 
reference by the Lieutenant Governor of Delhi was. 
therefore, in excess of powers, liven otherwise no 
exception could be taken to the order of reference, even 
if it be assumed that Central Government was the 
appropriate Government, in as much as the distinction 
between the Central and the State Government in 
relation to the Union Territory in our constitutional 
framework is rendered illusory,Union Territory is 
administered by the President of India under Article 
239 of the Constitution of India, acting to such extent 
as he thinks fit. Therefore the Administrator, to be 
appointed by him, in the case of Union Territory, there 
is an amalgamation of the constitutional classification 
of legislative and executive powers between the c cmre 
and the States. According to Section 3(60) of the 
General Clauses Act, the “Central Government" m 
relation to the administration of Union Territory means 
the Administrator acting within the scope of authority 
given to him under article 239 ofthe Constitution of 
India and in terms of Section 3(60) of the General 
Clauses Act, "State Government” as respects anything 
done or to be done in the Union Territory means the 
Central Government In the case of Union territory. 
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therefore, the Central and State Governments merge and 
it is immaterial whether an order of reference is made by 
one or the other. This contention must, therefore, fail” 

22. Again in Mahavir [ 97 (2002) DLT 922 ] the 
High Court was confronted with the same proposition. 
Relying the precedent in M. K. Jain (supra) with profit 
it was ruled that reference made by the Government of 
NCT of Delhi was not bad despite the fact that 
appropriate Government was the Central Government. 
Difference of State Government and Central Government 
goes to the brink of abolition when State Government 
has been defined as the Central Government by clause 
(60) of section 3 of the General Clauses Act and Delhi is 
being administered by the President through the 
Administrator appointed by him. Therefore, the 
aforesaid precedents make it clear that a status of union 
territory of Delhi can be termed as Central Government 
in certain matters. 

23. Whether the Central Government can be 
termed as State Government for any purpose? Article 
53 of the Constitution provides that the executive power 
of the Union shall vest in the President and shall be 
exercised by him either directly or through officers 
subordinate to him in accordance with the Constitution. 
Article 73 defines extent of executive power of the 
Centre, that is, on matters which shall be controlled and 
administered by the Central executive. It has been 
detailed therein that the executive power of the union 
shall extend - (a) to the matters with respect to which 
Parliament has power to make laws and (b) to the exercise 
of such rights, authority and jurisdiction as are 
exercisable by the Government of India by virtue of any 
treaty or agreement. The extent of the State’s executive 
power is set out in Article 161 of the Constitution. 
Administrative relations between the union and the 
states is to be dealt in accordance with the provisions 
of Article 256, 257, 258, 258A, 260 and 261 of the 
Constitution. Article 258A was added by 7th 
Amendment Act, 1956 to make a matching provision to 
clause (1) of Article 258 of the Constitution. While 
exercising powers contained in clause (1) of Article 258, 
the President is empowered to entrust union functions 
to a State Government or its officers. There was no 
provisions enabling the Governor of a State to entrust 
state functions to the Central Government or its officers. 
That lacuna was found to be of practicable difficulty 
and provisions of Article 258A were inserted in the 
Constitution. Thus it is evident that arena of union 
executive powers and the state executive powers are 
well defined. 

24. Clause (8) of Section 3 of the General Clauses 
Act defines the Central Government in relation to 


administration of Union Territory. v 'the Administrator- 
thereof acting within the scope of authority given to him 
under Article 239 of the Constitution”. Therefore, it is 
evident that Administrator of Government ofN.C.T. Delhi, 
has been defined to mean as Central Government to 
administerthe Union Territory of Delhi. Hence for the limited 
purposes, provided in the Constitution, executive functions 
of the Central Government can be entrusted to Government 
of a State or its Officers. The Central Government would 
not be termed as the State Government, when those 
functions are being executed by the State Government or 
its officers. So executive power of the Union can be exercise 
certain matters by the State Government or its officers but 
in that situation too the Central Government would not be 
termed as the State Government. The special provisions 
referred above would not make the reference, made by the 
Central Government as the reference made by Government 
ofN.C.T. of Delhi. 

25. There is other facet of the coin. This Tribunal 
was constituted vide notification No. A - 1 1020 33/ 
75-CLT dated 30-9-76. It was provided in the notification 
that the Tribunal has been constituted under the powers 
provided in sub-section (I) of sub section (2) of Section 7- 
A of the Act, with its headquarter at New Delhi, Another 
notification was issued on that very date empowering 
theTribunal to adjudicate applications moved in sub-section 
(2) of section 33-C of the Act, in relation to the workman 
employed in any ‘industry’ in the Union Territory of Delhi, 
in respect of which the Central Government is the 
appropriate Government. Therefore, the Tribunal has been 
empowered to adjudicate industrial disputes, in respect of 
which Central Government is the appropriate Government. 
As pointed out above, the appropriate Government in this 
case is the State Government. Under these circumstances 
this Tribunal cannot entertain the present dispute for 
adjudication, in respect of which appropriate Government 
is the State Government. 

26. Since this Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction 
to adjudicate the reference, hence the Tribunal refrains its 
hands from entering into the merits of the matter. The Central 
Government was not competent to make a reference of this 
dispute to this Tribunal. The parties should seek redressai 
at the appropriate forum. Issue is answered accordingly. 

Relief. 

27. In view of the adjudication on issue No. 1 and 2 
claimant is not entitled to any relief. His claim is liable to be 
rejected, hence it is rejected. An award is, accordingly, 
passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government for 
publication. 

Dr. R. K. YADAV, Presiding. Officer 

Dated: 31-8-2010 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 

S.O. 2706. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. 16/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court-1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the Management of State Bank of Patiala and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-09-2010. 

[No. L-12012/167/2006-IR (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 
Case I. D No. 16/2007 

Shri Subhash Gupta, 

H. No. 628, Ward No. 27, 

Subhash Nagar, Rohtak Road, 

Jind (Haryana). .. .Applicant 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of Patiala, Region-II, 

SCO-9-10, Sector-25, 

Panipat (Haryana). . . .Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman Shri Amit Sharma. 

For the Management Shri S. K. Gupta. 

AWARD 

Passed on: 16-9-10 

The Government of India vide notification No. L- 
1 201 2/1 67/2006/IR(B-l), dated 05-02-2007 by exercising 
its powers under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
(the Act in short) has referred the following industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Triounal :— 


‘"Whether the action of State Bank of Patiala to 
procure forced resignation of the workman 
Shri Subhash Gupta, Special Assistant on 26-06-2005 
is just and legal? If so, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

After receiving the reference parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. The 
main dispute between the parties is whether the workman 
has voluntarily tendered his resignation dated 27-06-2005 
which was accepted by the management on 07-07-2005 
and communicated to the workman on 11-07-2005° The 
workman has stated that he has tendered the resignation 
from the post of Special Assistant under threat and 
duress. The threat and duress which the workman has 
mentioned was employed on him for saving his job. 

There is no dispute on the issue that resignation 
tendered by the workman was never w ithdrawn. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity for 
adducing evidence. The statement of Shri Subhash Gupta 
was recorded on oath in the open Court, whereas, on 
behalf of the management, the statement of Shri Anil Sethi. 
Assistant Manager, State Bank of Patiala was recorded on 
oath in the open Court. 

1 have heard the parties at length and perused the 
entire materials on record, in his evidence the workman 
has stated that on 27-06-2005 he came to the branch w ith 
typed letter and handed it to the Branch Manager. The 
resignation letter in his own handwriting. It is only 
contended by the workman that he signed the letter under 
threat of the manager to safe his job. 

The workman has also challenged the mode of 
accepting the resignation on 27-06-2005. Meaning thereby, 
the workman has challenged the acceptance of the 
resignation letter with retrospective operation. 

The workman has filed ail the relevant documents 
regarding the resignation and subsequent correspondence. 
After going through the material on record including the 
evidence oral and documentary'. 1 am of the view' that the 
workman has voluntarily tendered his resignation and there 
was no threat, pressure or duress on tendering the 
resignation. Accordingly, the workman is not entitled for 
any relief because once the resignation freely tendered 
accepted all the relations of master and servant comes to 
an end. I am reaching to the above conclusions on the 
following grounds :— 

(I ) It is established fact by evidence of both of the 
parties that workman was in the habit of availing medical 
leaves frequently on account of his ailment. The 
resignation letter also contains the cause for resignation 
the ailment of the workman. The proceeding of medical 
leaves corroborate the fact of tendering resignation of the 
workman. 
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(2) He has admitted that he came with the typed 
letter of resignation and signed it alter understanding the 
contents, nature and consequences of the same. The 
workman is a graduate and it is supposed that he 
understands the nature and consequences of every act he 
has done. Moreover, resignation once tendered and 
accepted shall be considered to be a fair resignation unless 
not proved otherwise by the workman. The workman in 
ver\ garlanding words has stated that he tendered the 
resignation letter under duress for making his job safe. He 
signed resignation letter after under standing the nature 
which is sufficient to prove that he was having knowledge 
and notice that on account of acceptance of his 
resignation letter he will not be entitled to continue in the 
job. The fact of the force and duress have been pleaded 
but not proved. 

(3) The workmen has not made any complaint 
regarding the force and duress behind tendering 
resignation before any authority. 

(4) After tendering the resignation, the workman has 
requested for permission to deposit one month salary so 
that resignation letter may be accepted with immediate 
effect. He has written letter to the branch that he is in 
financial constraints and authorized me branch manager 
to deduct one month wages from his post ret ire mental 
benefits. The same was done by the management. The 
workman has further claimed that he lias wrote this letter 
under force and duress without any proof 

(3) l he workman has accepted all the post 
t etii emental benefits on acceptance of his resignation letter, 
fill receiving the rcliremental benefits he has not lodged 
any complaint to any authority regarding force and duress, 
if any. Thus, the act and conduct of the workman by 
receiving the post rcliremental benefits also proved that 
he has tendered the resignation voluntarily. 

(h) As stated earlier, the resignation letter was never 
withdrawn In the workman, whereas, he was having the 
opportunity at least a month to Jo the same. I le has not 
withdrawn the resignation letter but was continuously 
perusing his matter for acceptance of his resignation letter. 

On the basis of the above observations, I am of the 
view that workman has tendered his resignation 
voluntarily. He has raised one more issue that his 
resignation was accepted with retrospective effect. 1 he 
hank has rightly clone so. The workman lias deposited one 
month notice of his resignation Tims, his resignation was 
hound to he accepted from the date, he tendered the same. 
It was the opportunity to the workman the withdraw the 
resignation, in spite of depositing one month wages from 
the date of tender till its acceptance by the management 
workman could have withdraw the same. I his, 
opportunity was not availed by the workman but he was 
continuously perusing the matter for acceptance of 
resignation letter. Accordingly, there is no force in the 


claim of the workman. The industrial dispute and reference 
is accordingly answered. Let Central Government be 
approached for publication of the award, and thereafter, 
file be consigned to record room. 

G. K. SHARMA. PresidingOflicer 
30 fadHC 2010 

^T.3TT. 2707.—3^1 f J l T 3TMTW. 1947 ( 1947 

14) *IRT 17 *1, 

3W ^ W-TcR TT Wtt fT’TTTTt m TFtt 'TTOTO 

arjfa) n fnRv: sjWiPi* Pt4K A 

■qr?4T 06/2007) T4 TTcff fa <*fl 4b-sOd fat 

29-09- 10 fat W I 

[TL xref 12012 143 2000 ^ I)] 

TTT71 far’ . ''TRT iTf^^TTft 

New Delhi, the 30th September. 7010 

S.O. 2707. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947}. the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award il l) No 06 
2007)delivered by Central Government Industrial I l ibunal- 
Cuin-Labom Court. Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure. 
in the Industrial Dispute between the Management ol 
Stale Bank of I ravaneore and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 27-09-2010 

|No 1-12012 143 3006-1R(B-l )| 
RAMI SI 1 SINGH, Desk Oilieer 

ANNEXl Rl*. 

in tin: central government industrial 

TRIIH NAIX UM LAB(H R( (H!KI, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Slu i 1M.. Norberl, B. A.. 1.1 B . Piesitlingt Mttcer 

(FridayThe 3rd day of September. 3010 13th 
Badrapadliam. 1942) 

I.D.6/2007 

I Inion : The (ieneral Secretary . 

Stale Bank of t ravaneore i mplmccs 
i inion. Centra! < NViee. 1 l\ \ 

Smarakom, P.B No. I 37, liivandium 

By Aiiv Sn N K Ramis 

Management l lie Deputy General Manager. 

Stale Bank of‘I ra\ ancoiv. /onal t) I lice. 
Panampilly Nagar, (‘ochin 

IT Ad\. Sri. P. Ramakrishnan. 

I his case coming up for hearing on d) 08-30 10 this 

I I ibimal-cum-l about C'mirt on 03.09.3010 passed the 
following' 
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AWARD 

This is a reference under Section 10 (l)(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act. The reference is : 

Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of Travancore with its headquarters at 
Poojapura, Trivandrum-695 002, Kerala in imposing 
the punishment of discharge from service with 
pensionary benefits and without disqualification for 
future employment on Shri. Varghese Samuel, 
Ex-Cashier (temporary) of Chennithala branch, is just, 
proper and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman concerned is entitled to?" 

2. The facts of the case in brief are as follows: 

Sri. Varghese Samuel was a Cashier-cum -Clerk in 
Slate Bank of Travancore. He joined the service on 12-11- 
1986. W r hile he was working in Chennithala Branch, Aleppey 
district as cashier in charge he was issued with a charge 
sheet dated 19-07-2003. The allegations are that he had 
failed to complete and close cash balance book of 
02-04-2003, that he was not in the habit of signing cash 
paid vouchers, that there was a shortage of Rs. 10,000 out 
of the closing balance of 02-04-2003, that he had not 
accounted an amount of Rs.30,155 remitted by KSEB, that 
he had misappropriated a sum of Rs. 10,395 and that there 
was an excess cash of Rs. i 9,790 on 03-04-2003. A domestic 
enquiry was conducted, he was found guilty and was 
discharged from service. 

3. According to the union which has espoused the 
cause of workman the enquiry' was conducted in violation 
of the principles of natural justice. There is no evidence to 
find the workman guilty. The punishment w x a$ imposed in a 
mechanical manner. The punishment is shockingly 
disproportionate to the charges. The clean past record of 
the workman was not considered by the management while 
imposing the punishment. The workman is the sole bread 
winner of his family. He has no other source of income 
other than employment in the bank. The enquiry' is liable to 
be set aside and the workman is entitled to be reinstated 
with all benefits and back wages. 

4. According to the management the enquiry was 
conducted in full compliance with the principles of natural 
justice. Ample opportunity was given to the workman to 
defend the charges. The Enquiry Officer found the 
workman guilty of all the charges. The Disciplinary 
Authority considered all relevant materials and agreed with 
the findings of Enquiry Officer with regard to charges l, 3 
and 4.1 lowever charge No.2 w'as found only partly proved. 
Though the workman filed an appeal he did not succeed. 
The punishment is commensurate with the gravity of the 
misconduct. The findings and punishment are only to be 
upheld. 

5. The validity of enquiry was considered as a 
preliminary issue and an order was passed on 23-02-2010 


holding that the enquiry is vitiated for violation of the 
principles of natural justice. Thereafter fresh evidence was 
adduced by the management. The evidence consists of 
oral testimony of MWs.l to 5 and documentary evidence 
of Exts.M 1 to M22 on the side of the management and no 
evidence on the side of union. 

6. The points that arise for consideration are: 

E Is the workman guilty of the charges? 

2. What, if any, is the punishment? 

7. Point No. 1:—Ext. M15 is the charge sheet. four 
charges are levelled against the workman. 

(1) He had not complete!} written and closed the 
cash balance book on 02-04-2003. 

(2) There was a cash shortage of Rs. 10.000 on 
03-04-2003. 

(3) \ le had not accounted Rs. 30.155 remitted by 
KSEB on 03-04-2003 and misappropriated 
Rs. 10,395. 

(4) He was not in the habit ol signing cash paid 
vouchers. 

Ext. M16 is the explanation of the workman where he 
states that he had completed the cash balance book on 
02-04-2003. that due to heavy rush in the cash counter on 
02-04-2003 in spite of his best efforts he was not able to 
know the shortage and it happened due to reasons 
beyond his control, that KSEB had entrusted only two 
challans along w ith two amounts and the} w ere accounted, 
that the excess cash found on 03-04-2003 w as deposited in 
the sundry deposit account with the consent of Brandi 
Manager and that usually ail paid cash vouchers are sealed 
and signed and 3 vouchers mentioned in the charge were 
not signed due to oversight. 

8. Charge No.l : The allegation is that on 02-04- 
2003 the workman had not complete!} written and closed 
the cash balance book. The specific reply in the 
explanation. Ext. M-16 is that 01-04-2003 being a holiday 
there was heavy rush in the cash counter on 02-04-2003. 
He was the sole person to handle 125 payment vouchers 
and 50 receipt vouchers on that da}. However before 
8 p.m. he had completed writing and closing cash balance 
book. Ext.M4 is the cash balance book of 02-04-2003 
(relevant page). It was audited by statutory auditors on 
3-04-2003. There is an endorsement b} the auditors m 
Ext.M4. It is submitted b\ the learned counsel for the union 
that the auditors have not pointed out that the cash balance 
book was not written completely b} the cashier on 
2-04-2003 or before they started auditing. I lie endorsement 
does not mention whether Ext.M4 was written fully or not 
on 2-04-2003 itself. However Ext.M3 letter of workman 
addressed to the Manager contains the admission that he 
had not completed cash balance book on 02-04-2003. Exl.M6 
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is the report of statutory auditors. It mentions that the 
cash balance book was not written completely on 
2-04-2003, but it was done by the concerned officer before 
physical verification of auditors started. Ext.M7 is a letter 
of Branch Manager to AGM whereby he informed AGM 
that when statutory auditors started auditing the cash 
balance book was not completely written by the cashier. 
Therefore after getting it completed the auditors verified 
the book and counted currency. MW3 was then Deputy 
Manager (Accounts) and Joint custodian of cash. In the 
Chief examination as well as cross-examination she has 
stated that the cash balance book of 2-4-2003 was not 
compeietiy written by the cashier. She affirms in the cross- 
examination that the book was not written either w ith pen 
or pencil, in view' of the admission of the workman as well 
as other documentary and oral evidence the explanation ol 
the workman in Ext. M-16 is not acceptable. Cash Balance 
Book is an important register which has to be written and 
cash balance struck every day by the cashier. T he omission 
to do it cannot be treated lightly in a banking institution. 
Such lapse would lead to serious consequences and the 
actual cash balance of the day may not be known to anyone 
including superior officers. It is a gross negligence on the 
part of a Cashier and the charge stands proved. 

9. Point No. 2 : The allegation is that on 3-04-2003 
the auditors found, on counting the cash in the chest, a 
shortage of Rs 10,000 out of the closing balance of 
2-04-2003. Ext. M6 audit report refers to shortage of cash 
Rs. 10.000. As per Ext. M4 cash balance book of 2-04-2003 
ihe actual cash balance was Rs. 9,49.942.43. When the 
auditors counted the currency on 3-4-2003 before the 
banking hours started, the cash available in the chest was 
onk Rs 0,39.942.43. I he worker is bound to explain the 
shortage. The reply to this charge by the workman in Ext. 
M-10 explanation is that there was heavy cash transactions 
on 2-04-2003 and he was the only person to handle 
payments and receipts in the counter. The cash of the day 
was counted and verified by Deputy Manager (Accounts), 
MW3. Ihe shortage occurred due to circumstances 
hexond lus control and he seeks leniency in the matter. 

10 MW2 was the then Branch Manager of 
(hennilhala Branch. According to him on 3-04-2003 the 
auditors had delected the shortage ol Rs. 10,000. Ihe 
amount was remitted jointly by the workman and MW3. 
who were the joint custodians ol cash. MW3 says that 
when the cash balance was closed on 2-04-2003 the cash 
hail tallied though late. According to her there was no 
shortage of cash on 2-04-2003. But on 3-04-2003 when 
auditors counted the cash there was a shortage of Rs. 10,000 
out of the total amount in the chest. The learned counsel 
Tor the union argued that the auditors have not specified 
out of which bundle and out of which days remittance 
there was shortage. According to the learned counsel the 
cash in the chest was handled not only by the workman 
but other cashiers as well who had taken charge while he 


was on leave. There were also currency that were brought 
from the Regional Office. Therefore it cannot be said 
that it was out of the money handled by the workman on 
2-04-2003 that that shortage occurred. It is to be noted that 
on 2-04-2003 and 3-04-2003 the workman was the cashier. 
The cash balance of the day (2-04-2003) is the entire cash 
in the chest. Whenever the cashier took leave and another 
person assumed charge, the latter would have done so 
after verifying the cash in the chest. So also whenever the 
workman resumed charge he would have first verified the 
cash in the chest. Therefore there is no justification in 
saying that there is possibility of other staff meddling with 
the cash in the chest and hence the workman alone shall 
not be blamed for the shortage .'The cashier of 2-04-2003 is 
bound to explain the shortage that occurred on that day 
and should shoulder the responsibility. It cannot be shifted 
to somebody else. MW3 being a joint custodian of cash 
may also be responsible, but her role is rather supervisory 
The immediate responsibility is that of the cashier. 
Assuming that MW3 is equally responsible still the liability 
of workman will not be lessened. I he grievance of the 
workman that he alone was proceeded for disciplinary 
action while MW3 was left at large, cannot he a reason to 
exonerate the workman. MW3 says that she was 
immediately transferred on 3-04-2003 itself as a token of 
punishment. I loweverthe workman has no case that MW 3 
is the culprit. The shortage was made good by both workman 
and MW3 together. In the light of the clear finding of 
auditors and other evidence on record I hold that the 
workman has failed to preserve the cash in the chest. There 
is negligence on his part and the 2nd charge is also proved. 

11. ChargeNo.3:— On 3-04-2003 KSEB,(.’hennilhala 
section had remitted cash in different current accounts b\ 
three challans consisting of Rs. 51,334, Rs..30,155 and 
Rs. 250. The allegation is that an amount of Rs.30,155 as 
per one chalIan was not accounted by the workman and 
out of that amount. Rs. 10,395 was misappropriated by him. 
To make good the loss suffered by the customer Rs. 19.760 
out of sundry deposit account was adjusted and the 
balance amount of Rs. 10,395 was remitted by the workman 
in the account of KSI B. In Ext. M-16 explanation the 
workman stales that there was heavy rush in the counter 
on 3-04-2003. KSEB and some traders as usual had entrusted 
to him some packets of cash with challans. Such amounts 
are usually verified after completing the routine cash 
transactions of the day. On 3-04-2003 when he verified the 
challans of KSEB he found only two challans for Rs. 51.334 
and Rs. 250 and they were accounted. He admits that on 
that day there was an excess of Rs. 19,716 and it was reported 
to the Branch Manager and the excess amount was 
deposited in the sundry deposit account. 

12. However in the complaint of KSEB, Ext. M9 ins 
alleged that there were three challans and three sums. But 
the workman had not accounted Rs. 30,155 as per one 
challan and no counter foil oflhe challan was returned to 
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the customer. Ext. M10 is a letter of workman addressed to 
the Branch Manager wherein it is stated that when he 
returned the counter foils of two challans to KSEB he came 
to know that there was one more chalian concerning another 
sum. He undertakes to remit the amount by 7 p.m. to make 
good the loss. MW5 was the then Overseer of KSEB, 
Chennithaia section. I le used to remit money every day in 
account of KSEB. According to him normally every day 
three challans and three sums in three packets are entrusted 
to the cashier for remittance into different accounts of 
KSEB. The cashier after completing his routine duty in the 
counter, verifies the challans and the money in the packets 
and credit them in respective accounts. Normally there may 
not be any difference in the cash entrusted. On 3-04-2003 
three challans with three sums were entrusted to the 
workman. On the next day w hen counter foils were collected 
he received counter foils of two challans only. MW3 also 
supports the case of MW5 that normally remittance is made 
as per three challans. It was submitted by the learned 
counsel for the union that Ext.M9 complaint was given by 
KSEB as required by the Branch Manager and not 
voluntarily. MW5 admits that on 4-04-2003 he was called 
to bank by the Branch Manager and was asked to give a 
complaint. However he says that the contents of the 
complaint is his own and not dictated by the Manager. 
Along with the complaint he had furnished copies of 
abstract of daily collection register and bank remittance 
book. These records are brought daily by MW5 and 
entrusted to the cashier in the counter along w'ith money 
and challans and counter foils of challans are collected 
later. The bank remittance book produced along with Ext.M9 
shows that on 3-04-2003 three amounts were brought from 
KSEB for remittance. But Rs. 30,155 is seen scored. However 
in the last column (where receiver has to sign with date) 
the total amount recorded is Rs. 81,489 which is inclusive 
of Rs. 30,155. The last column is supposed to be signed by 
the Deputy' Manager (Accounts), MW3. But she did not 
do so not only on 3-04-2003, but on previous and 
subsequent dates. The 2nd document abstract of daily 
collection register shows that Rs. 30,! 55 was forwarded to 
bank for remittance. It was pointed out by the learned 
counsel for the union that either the Manager or the Deputy 
Manager had not enquired w ith KSEB or any other customer 
about any remittance which was not credited in their 
accounts or about any excess payments. According to the 
learned counsel without such verification it was not 
possible to detect the discrepancy in the account of KSEB. 
However the Manager had straight away called MW5 and 
asked him to give a written complaint as if he was aware 
about the incident. Till then MW5 was not aware whether 
the amounts remitted by him, were credited or not. It is to 
be noted that on 3-04-2003 there was a cash excess of 
Rs. 19,760 which the workman was not able to explain. It is 
not a small amount as to ignore or treat it as a normal 
phenomenon in a bank. The cashier knows the regular 
remitters. If any of them, were to entrust excess cash the 


cashier will notice it while counting the currency. If workman 
was certain that KSEB had given only two challans and 
there was no excess remittance, then he must ha\e tried to 
contact other customers and found out the source of excess 
remittance to the tune of Rs. 19,760. A cashier cannot 
simply laugh it off on the guise that excess and shortage of 
cash is a normal feature in a bank. But here the excess cash 
is a large sum which do not occur normally. The daily 
collection register and bank remittance book are written by 
KSEB daily in the ordinary course of business and therefore 
their contents are presumed to be correct until disproved 
Therefore 1 find no reason to doubt the correctness of 
those records. Besides, MW5 a responsible officer of KSEB 
has also given evidence about the amounts remitted on 
03-04-2003. Nothing was brought out in the cross- 
examination to discredit him. There is no allegation by the 
workman that there is any ill will between MW5 and the 
workman or between Branch Manager and the workman in 
order to foist a false case against him. The Branch Manager 
finding that excess cash of 3-04-2003 was large, he would 
have preferred to enquire with MW5 of KSEB. a major 
regular remitter about excess payment. It is after a 
discussion with him that he was asked to give a written 
complaint. There is nothing wrong in requiring a written 
complaint. The bank in order to proceed further in the matter 
a complaint of the customer whose transaction was affected 
by the conduct of the cashier, was necessary. But as already 
mentioned no motive is alleged either by the union or by 
the worker for framing a case against the workman. The 
evidence on record go to show that the workman did not 
account Rs. 30,155 entrusted by MW5 for remittance. There 
is also an allegation of misappropriation of Rs. 10.935, To 
make good the loss of Rs. 30,1 55 to KSEB, Rs. 19,760 w as 
adjusted out of sundry deposit account and the balance 
amount of Rs. 10,935 was remitted by the workman. The 
circumstances reveal that he had misappropriated Rs. 10,935. 
Charge No.3 stands proved. 

13. Charge No. 4: It is alleged that the workman was 
in the habit of not signing cash paid vouchers. The 
explanation of workman is that normally he signs the 
vouchers and cancels them after payment. But in respect 
of three vouchers alleged in the charge he might have 
omitted to do so by oversight. Ext.M-14 are three w ithdrawal 
slips of the dates 28-02-2003,25-03-2003 and 31 -3-2003. 
Though the slips are sealed there is no signature of the 
cashier. The passing official (MW3) has signed the slips. 
But it is the duty of the workman to cancel the instruments 
and sign them. That was not done admittedly. It is only a 
simple negligence in performing the duties and a minor 
misconduct. The 4th charge is also proved. 

14. for the reasons stated above I hold that the 
workman is guilty of all the four charges. Among them 
charges 1 to 3 are gross misconduct falling under Clause 5 
and 4th charge is a minor misconduct, falling under Clause 
7 of Supplementary Bipartite Settlement dt. 10-04-2002. 
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15. Point No. 2 :—I have found that all the charges 
stand proved and charges I to 3 are gross misconduct and 
Charge No. 4 is a minor misconduct. The plea of the 
workman in the claim statement is that he is the sole bread 
winner of his family. He is out of employment ever since he 
was discharged from service. There is absolutely no other 
source of income. As a cashier who holds a post of high 
responsibility dealing with money of the public. If a cashier 
like the workman were to say one day that there is shortage 
of a large sum and on another day there is excess of still a 
large sum the entire functioning of the bank will be affected. 
The time and energy of many will have to be spent to trace 
out the source. If such incidents are treated lightly repetition 
of such irregularity is bound to snowball in course of time. 
The workman had not only committed gross negligence in 
maintaining proper account but had also not accounted 
money deliberately and misappropriated the money. It is a 
serious and major misconduct. The fact that he is the sole 
bread winner of his family did not alert him or deter him 
from committing the misconduct. Therefore that cannot be 
taken as a mitigating c ir cumstance. Supplementary Bipartite 
Settlement dated 10-04-2002 Clause 6 (a) to (i) provide for 
punishments for gross misconduct. Charge No. 3 being a 
more serious gross misconduct than the rest and at the 
same time considering the fact that there is no antecedence, 

I fee! that it is only proper to impose the punishment of 
discharge from service with superannuation benefits and 
without disqualification from future employment under 
Clause 6(d) of the settlement in respect of Charge No. 3. 
The penalty if imposed for other misconduct will be 
superfluous since the workman is to be discharged from 
service. Therefore no separate punishment is ordered in 
respect of charge Nos. 1. 2 and 4. 

In the result an award is passed finding that workman 
is guilty of the charges levelled against him and he is 
discharged from service with superannuation benefits and 
without disqualification from future employment. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 3rd 
day of September, 2010. 

P. L NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

Appendix 

Witness for the Union - NIL 

Witnesses for the management 

MW 1 - Sri. S.Padmanabhan, Enquiry Officer. 

MW2 - Sri. M.S.Satheesan. Branch Manager, 
C hen n i tha la (2002 05). 

MW3 - Smt. GirijaGopalan, Dy. Manager (Accounts) 
(2002 05). 


MW4 - Ms. Prcctha P , Assistant Manager. 

MW5 - Sri. G.Binukumar, Sr. Assistant. KSEB 

Exhibit for the Union - NIL 

Exhibits for the management 


Ml 

M2 

M3 


M4 


M5 


M6 


M7 


M8 


M9 

MI0 

Mil 

M12 
M13 
M14 
M15 
M16 
M17 

M18 

M!9 

M-20 


M21 

M22 


Enquiry File- 

Attendance Register (relevant page) 

Letter of workman addressed to the Branch 
Manager dt.03-04-2003. 

Cash Balance Book of 02-0-10002 iw A-.ml 
page). 

I .elter dt. 03-04-2003 of workman a< iurc^co u 1 
the Manager. 

Report of Auditors 

Letter of Branch Manager di. 05 04 
AGM. 

Cheque for Rs.5.000 rtt. 03-04-2003 .ssacd E 
MW 3 10 the woikmaii to c i nil pc ii saw 
shortage in the cash balance ol 02-04-2003. 

Complaint of MW5 to the Branch Manavei 
dt. 04-04-2003. 

i otterdl. 04-04-2003 ol workman addressed to 
the Manager. 

Report of Branch Manager dl 04-04-2003 to 
AGM. 

Cash balance book (relevant page}. 

Relevant pages of cash scroll 

Withdrawal slips ( 3 in number). 

Charge sheet dt. 19-07-2003. 

Reply to charge sheet dt 04-0S-2Of)3. 

Preliminary Order of Disciplinary Audio* uy 
dt. 28-04-2004. 

Written submission dt. 29-05-2004 given m the 
Disciplinary Authority by the workman in 
response to Ext. M -17. 

Final Order of the Disciplinary Am horny 
dt. 21-06-2004. 

Appeal Memorandum submitted by 
the workman to the Appellate Author;;-, 
dt. 30-07-2004. 

Order of the Appellate Anthony 
dt. 23-11-2004. 

Memo dt. 10-09-1996 issued by the < ; 
Manager to the workman. 
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New Delhi, the 30th September. 2010 

S.O. 2708. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 71/99) 
delivered by Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cuin- 
Labour Court-!, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial dispute between the Management of 
State Bank of Patiala and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 27-09-2010. 

|No. L-12012/246/98-1R (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHR1 CYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR 
COURT-1, CHANDIGARH. 

Case L D No. 71/99 

Shri Mohan Lai C/o Shri Tek Chand Sharma, 

25, Sant Nagar, Civil Lines, 

Ludhiana-144001. .. .Applicant 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, 

Stale Bank of Patiala, 1 lead Office, 

The Mali, Patiala. . . Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman None. 

I or Ihe Management Shri N. K. Zakhmi. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 13-9-10 

Government of India vide notification no. L-12012/ 
246/98/1 R(B-I), dated 26-02-1999 by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, (the Act in 
Short) has referred the following industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal;— 
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'"Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of Patiala through Asstt. General Manager in 
terminating the services of Shri Mohan Lai is just 
and legal? If not, to what relief to the concerned 
workman entitled to and from which date?" 

2. Case is taken up for hearing Case is pending 
adjudication since 1999. Witness of the management is 
present. He has already filed his affidavit. In this case, an 
application was moved for adjudication of the case on behalf 
of the management. The application was dismissed with a 
judicial view that case is pending since 1999 and on the 
date fixed, the evidence of the parties shall be recorded 
positively. The management was directed to ensure the 
presence on the date fixed. 

3. As usual, the workman is not present. The Tribunal 
has adopted a mechanism for disposal of old reference and 
cases for enhancing timely justice by passing the circular 
letters. This Tribunal has adopted a exhaustive mechanism 
which is in the knowledge of the parties the learned 
counsels. The parties were directed .to ensure the presence 
so that this case which is pending adjudication since 1999 
may be adjudicated and disposed off. 

4. As per the mechanism adopted by this Tribunal 
adjudication of the cases have been to be done phase 
wise. All the cases w.e.f. ! 986 to 2000 have been disposed 
offby this Tribunal barring one which is before this Tribunal 
and is In question. 

5. It is true that this Tribunal also adjourned the camp 
Court as Ludhiana camp several times but those were the 
compelling circumstances and the office was directed to 
inform the parties on each occasion and office has 
accordingly informed the parties. Learned counsel has not 
provided the address of the workman, so he was well 
informed. All the parties except the workman in this cases 
are present. The workman remains absent from 15-12-08. 
Inspite of mechanism adopted by me, workman has not 
ensured his presence. Each time learned counsel has 
represented him without giving any heed to the mechanism 
adopted by this Tribunal. It is reported by the office that 
proper and adequate information to every party has been 
conveyed for the date fixed for the Camp Court at Ludhiana 
today. 

6. Despite information and knowledge workman is 
not present. It shows that the workman is no more interested 
in pursuing this case. In view of the above, the reference is 
returned to the Central Govt, for non prosecution. Central 
Govt, be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh, 

13-9-2010 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 


4049 Gi/10—24 
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New Delhi, the 30th September, 2010 

S.O. 2709- —in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 138/99) 
delivered by Central Government Industrial-Cum-Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2010. 

[No. L-1201210 l/99-IR(B-I)J 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHR1 RAM PRAKASH V HJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER* CENTRAL GOVERN M ENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 138 of 99 

BETWEEN 

Sh. Manoj Kumar Pandey, 

S/o Sri Om Prakash Pandey, 

C/o B P Pandey, 

106/371 Heeraganj, 

Kanpur, 

And 

The Chief Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

The Mall, Kanpur. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government, MoL, New Delhi vide 
notification no.L-12012/101 /99/IR(B-1) dated 10-06-99 has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
tribunal - 

2. Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India, Mall Road, Kanpur in terminating the services 
ofShri Manoj Kumar Pandey w .e.f. February' 1993 and not 
giving employment again is legal and justified. If not to 
what relief the workman is entitled ? 


[Part II Sr.t\3(ii)] 


3. Brief facts are — 

4. It is stated that SB1, the Mall Kanpur is controlling 
over the affair of all branches including the newly 
established transferred department established at Civil 
Lines, where the transaction of money are only carried out 
for the government department which was earlier the part 
of the main office Mall Road, Kanpur. In the main branch of 
Mall Road cash counters pertaining to the transactions of 
money to the government department were established 
where in the claimant has been appointed against the vacant 
post of cash coolie and the work of bundling the currency 
notes, placing the concerned ledgers at the relevant 
counters etc were the nature of work being performed. I !c 
was appointed on 09-12-81 on the post of cash coolie. But 
with ulterior motives he was shown on the attendance 
record of the bank as casual labour to achieve the aforesaid 
goal. Salary' was being paid after completion of month. 
This mal practice continued in the bank till 27-03-82 During 
this period from 09-12-81 to 27-03-82, the total working 
days of the claimant were 89 days were shown on the record 
of the bank. 

5. That on account of the extension of transaction of 
money with the government department under ihe chief 
manager of main branch Mall Road, Kanpur established 
the said section as SB I (Government Business Branch ) at 
Civil Lines. Kanpur, where in the claimant was allowed to 
resume the work from 25-03-87 but his earned wages were 
paid through the so called alleged contractor though he 
has ever appointed him or controlled or supervised his 
work, this usually mean control and supervised by the 
officers of the bank from 25-03-87 to December 87. Even 
from 25-03-87 the very w ork of cash coolie w as entrusted 
to the claimant on which he continued till the afternoon or 
28-02-93 under the control and supervision of the officer? 
of the bank, usual wages and w ages for extra work lakei 
on weekly off day, national holidays separately being pair 
to the claimant with the intention to achieve the foresak 
financial goal. During this period working hours of thi 
claimant was 9.30. A.M. to the close of strong room. It i 
stated that the opposite party after retaining the juniors i 
service removed the claimant forcibly from 01-03-93 an 
since then on account of the unemployment he is them 
the man made starvation. 

6. During the period of employment the bank hoi 
interview for regularization of the post of IV class ealegor 
Thereupon the claimant was allowed participating in tf 
said interview in the month of November, 91, bearing ro 
no.990 allotted to him. Claimant while working in the civ 
line branch of the governinent business branch placed h 
application in the main branch which was allowed and tl 
form was filled up for the participation in the intervie 
where in the claimant succeeded but till now lie has n 
been given regular appointment. In token of proof 
employment in the government business branch curfc 
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pass were issued in the 1990, while the identity card was 
issued in the year 1992. When he continuously approached 
for regularization then became the cause of animosity, 
resulted in his unlawful removal after 28-02-93, therefore, 
removal, from service amounts to breach of section 25 FGH 
of the Act. No notice or notice pay was given to him at the 
time of removal by the bank. Accordingly it is prayed that 
the action of the opposite party bank in removing the 
claimant from service with effect from 28-02-93 be held illegal 
and bad in law and he be reinstated in the service with full 
back wages and consequential benefits. 

7. Opposite party has filed the written statement. It is 
alleged by them that this is not an industrial dispute. Claimant 
is not a workman. Claimant has clubbed the two working 
periods which are distinct, separate and unconnected with 
each other. It has also staled that the claimant had worked 
during the period 81-82 in main branch of the bank and 
during the period 25-03*87 to 28-02-93 as casual labour in 
government business branch. Both the said two branches 
are distinct independent and separate. Claimant has not 
mentioned in any of the para on his statement of claim that 
he had worked for a period of 240 days continuously in 
any of the two durations. Therefore there is no violation of 
section 25 or any other provisions of the Act. He has no 
where mentioned as to who was the next casual labor 
working with him. The claimant was alone casual labour, 
lienee he cannot claim benefit of section 25 G of the Act. 

8. Regarding interview and selection of the claimant 
it is stated that the wait list has been lapsed as per agreement, 
therefore, he could not get appointment on the basis of 
selection in the wait list. The said selection list continued 
till 31-03-97, thereafter it stood lapsed for want of vacant 
post. Thus the claimant cannot be granted protection of 
section 2511 of the Act. I le was not given appointment for 
want of vacant post as per provision of settlement of the 
year 1991. Claimant being casual worker has no right to the 
post. He cannot force the bank to appoint him without the 
post. I le cannot force the bank to make back door entry. 
Bank has not adopted any unfair labour practice. It is stated 
that in the year 1981 the cash transaction business of 
government department previously done by main branch 
were allotted to newly opened branch known as government 
business branch. Alter the opening of the government 
business branch the, services of the claimant was not 
needed hence he was not engaged. Therefore, the opposite 
party has admitted the employment of the claimant for the 
period 9-12-81 to 27-03-82, but it is specifically denied that 
he claimant was again engaged in the year 1988 for doing 
he casual work. Actually in 1988-89 the casual work was 
iot done through contractor and the labour charges were 
laid to the contractor. Banker's cheque issued to the 
contractor. The claimant was engaged to do the casual 
vork in the year 1991-92 through contractor for which he 


was paid labour charges and of conveyance charges. It is 
emphasized that the claimant has not worked for 240 days 
in a calendar year in any of the three years. The copies of 
the pages of the petty cash register would speak for 
themselves. It is further stated that the wait list which was 
prepared. Out of the wait list very few appointments were 
made that too at the post of Sweeper and guards and the 
claimant does not belong to any of the categories. Regular 
employments were made in the main branch from the wait 
list prepared on 1987-88 open interview basis. As such 
claim of the claimant does not fall under section 25H of the 
Act. It is also stated that no person junior to the claimant 
was appointed by the bank in any of the two branches. 
Claimant was not engaged as a casual labour in the 
government business branch in the bank in the year 1993; 
hence his alleged termination with effect from Feb / March 
93 is false and baseless. 

9. Other pleadings have been contradicted and 
prayed for rejection of the claim. 

10. Rejoinder has also been filed by the claimant but, 
nothing new has been described therein. 

11. Both the parties have adduced oral as well as 
documentary evidence. 

12. Claimant has filed 10 documets vide application 
dated 10-04-2000 paper no. 8/1. These documents are 
photocopies. These documents are photocopy of certificate 
alleged to be given by SBI dated 05-02-83 for the period 
09-12-81 to 27-03-82, copy of identity card, and copy of 
certificate for working alleged to be given by bank to the 
worker, copy of birth certificate alleged to be given by the 
bank. Copy of payment of wages made to the worker, copy 
of advertisement made by the bank. Copy of application 
given by the applicant in lieu of advertisement. Copy of 
application given by the claimant to the bank which is 
exhibit w.8 and 9, copy of postal receipt. 

13. Claimant has also filed two documents vide 
application dated 12-08-04. These documents are 33/2 and 
33/3. These are original letter dated 31-12-92 and original 
identity card alleged to have been issued by the bank. 

14. Opposite party has also fi led various documents. 
They have filed vide list dated 13-04-2000.These arc four 
documents which are photocopy of application for payment 
dated 2-10-90, 07-10-90 and 14-10-90. 

15. They have also filed two document vide list dated 
01-06-2000. These documents are copy of letter dated 
26-04-2000 of Chief Manager Ext.M-5 and photo copy of 
petty cash register Ext.M-6. 

16. They have also filed 7 papers and these are copy 
of the statement of claim of the workman filed by the 
claimant before ALC. Original letter dated 14-08-99 issued 
by the AGM of the Bank regarding the engagement of one 
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Sri Hari Kishan. Paper no. 31/89 also related to that Hari 
Kishan. 

17. Thereafter other photocopies vide paper no. 31 / 

10-26. Certain photocopy is legible. These papers have not 
been referred before me during argument nor shown any 
relevancy of these documents by either of the parties. 
Opposite party has also filed 5 papers vide list dated 
12-08-04. These papers are original copy of letter dated 
26-04-04 issued by the bank, copy of the settlement dated 
9-06-99,17-11-87,28-10-88,1-01-91 

18. Claimant has adduced himself in evidence as a 
witness W.W.l. Opposite party has adduced 3 witnesses. 
They are Sri Vijai Narain Tiwari, Branch Manager, as 
M.W. 1, Sri Dinesh Chandra Srivastava, Retired Chief 
Manager as M.W. 2 and Sri G. N. Mishra retired officer of 
the bank as M.W.3. 

19. I heard the arguments at length and perused the 
whole record of the case and the citation given by both the 
parties respectfully. To decide the dispute in between the 
parties three question arises. 

1. Whether there was a regular appointment of 
claimant by the opposite party for the post of 
cash coolie during the period 9-12-81 to 27-03- 
82 or thereafter? 

2. Whether the claimant was engaged by the bank 
itself or through a contractor? 

3. Whether the claimant had completed 240 days 
of working in a year preceding the year of the 
date of his termination? 

20.1 am taking the first point and have analyzed the 
whole evidence. All the three witnesses of the opposite 
party have stated specifically on oath that the claimant 
was not appointed on any regular post on existing vacancy 
through a prescribed procedure. W.W.l admitted in the 
cross that he was not given any appointment letter by the 
main branch. Similarly he was not given any appointment 
letter from government business branch. When a question 
was raised by the opposite party to him to the effect as to 
whether he was a casual or not then he showed his 
ignorance. He also stated that he was not getting any regular 
pay or leave or medical leave and other benefits like regular 
employees. Claimant has filed two papers Ext. W - 2 alleging 
that the opposite party has issued the identity card to the 
claimant and paper no. Ext. W-3 dated 31-12-92 that the 
opposite party had issued the certificate of temporary 
employee to the workman. These papers are photocopies 
Ext.W-2 and W-3 have been referred by the claimant himself 
in the evidence. But what a strange thing has been done 
by the claimant is he has also filed the originals of these 
two documents i.e. paper no. 33/2 dated 31-12-92 which is 
on the letter head of the State Bank of India having a stamp 
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also and paper no. 33.3 is the identity card having the 
stamp of the bank show ing the date of issuance as 
31-12-92. These papers have not been proved or referred 
by the claimant knowingly or otherwise for the purpose 
best known to him. If these papers have been referred 
opposite party might have taken a chance to controvert 
these documents. 

21. Whereas opposite party has referred these two 
original papers paper no. 33/2-3 which are in original and 
specifically stated that these papers have not been issued 
by him or by the bank. Claimant has stated that he had 
worked with effect from 9-12-81 to 27-03-82 of which total 
working days is of 89 days. This fact has not speciftcalh 
been denied by the opposite party. Claimant has alleged 
that with a ulterior motive the bank has shown him on the 
attendance record of the bank as casual labour to achieve 
the financial goal. Salary was being paid after completion 
of week. This fact has been found that he had worked as 
casual labour for 89 days vv. e. f. 9-12-8 I to 27-03-82 in the 
main branch of the opposite party. But this was not a regular 
appointment. Claimant have filed those two original 
documents that is issuance of identity card and working 
certificate. That also belongs to 3 l-l 2-92 whereas opposite 
party has specifically alleged that neither these are genuine 
nor has been issued by the bank. Therefore, heavy burden 
lies to prove these documents which the claimant has failed. 
Even he did not refer those documents on oath in his 
statement. 

22.1 have gone through the pleadings of the claimant. 
Pleadings have not been happily drafted by him for the 
reasons know'n to him. After the period of 27-03-82. it has 
been alleged by the claimant that when the government 
business branch was established at Civil Lines branch at 
Kanpur, therein the claimant was allowed to resume work 
from 25-03-87, but what happened to the period of 
28-03-82 to 24-03-87 has not been explained. If it had been 
a regular appointment then this thing could not have been 
happened. Therefore, it is found that the initial engagement 
of the claimant in the year 1991 was not as a regular 
appointment but was on the basis of casual labour. This 
fact has also been proved by the document paper no. Ext. W- 
8 filed by the claimant himself which is an application given 
by the claimant for appointment. In this application he has 
specifically stated that he had worked for 89 days as casual 
labour. Therefore, this fact has been fully proved that 
initially he was a casual labour and not a regular appointee. 

23. Next point is whether after the period of 82 to 87 
or onwards whether he was directly engaged by the bank 
or through a contractor. Opposite party has stated in their 
written statement that it is specifically denied that the 
claimant was engaged in the year 1988 for doing the casual 
work. They stated - actually in 1988-89 the casual wor k was 
got done through contractor and the labour charges were 
paid to the contractor through bankers cheque in his name. 
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The claimant was engaged to do the casual work in the 
year J990, 91 and 92 through the contractor for which he 
was paid labour charges or conveyance charges. On this 
point the authorized representative for the claimant stated 
that copy of contract of the contractor engaged by the 
bank, secondly copy of the appointment of an officer as 
the representative for the bank could be placed by the 
bank before the tribunal to show that the claimant had 
actually worked through or under a contractor. I also agree 
with the contention of the authorized representative for 
the claimant. A heavy burden now shifts on the shoulder 
of the opposite party to prove that the claimant was 
engaged through a contractor because such type of 
documents could be only in the custody of the bank which 
they have failed to produce. Even contractor was not 
produced or efforts made to produce him if it was not 
possible for the claimant to produce such type of records 
before the tribunal. On this point the statement adduced 
by the opposite party witnesses that the claimant was 
specifically engaged through a contractor does not found 
to be very much believable. 

24. Next point is to be decided is as to whether the 
claimant who had been engaged as a casual labour had 
worked for 240 days or more in a preceding year before his 
termination, as defined in Section 25B of the Act, only 
thereafter any right can be accrued to the claimant under 
the provisions of Act. 

25. It is true that now burden lies on the claimant to 
prove this fact even if it has been found that he was not 
engaged through a contractor but directly by the bank. 

26. Opposite party has placed reliance upon a 
decision 2008 Lab IC 4210 SC, Rani Nagar Palika Versus 
Babuji Bhabhaji Thakur and others - Retrenchment - claim 
of workman of two forty days continuous working - held 
burden of proof is on the workman. 

27. Similarly in a decision 2010 Lab IC 2234 Allahabad 
High Court- M/s. Modi Sugar Mills Gaziabad versus Labour 
Court - II Gaziabad - termination of services - claim of 
workman that he was seasonal employee on roll and illegally 
not permitted to work by employer- held burden of proof is 
for workman to prove from documents regarding the period 
of service rendered - only mere filing an affidavit without 
any cogent document, claim of workman cannot be 
accepted, burden cannot be shifted upon the employer 
regarding the period of employment. In this regard I have 
thoroughly examined oral as well documentary evidence 
of the parties. 

28. Regarding two original documents that is identity 
card and working certificate filed by the workman I have 
already stated that these original documents have not been 
proved by the claimant not even referred so these 
documents does not appear to be genuine. When the 
original documents do not appear to be original therefore, 


photocopy of the same no reliance can be placed on these 
documents. 

29. Opposite party stated that they have filed the 
petty cash register which are Ext M-6 and M-7 right from 
the period 1991 till 22-02-93. Regarding Ext. M-7 it was 
argued before me by the authorized representative for the 
claimant that the copies of this petty register have not 
been given by the opposite party to them. This contention 
has been opposed by the opposite party saying that a 
copy of this has been given to the claimant and there is an 
endorsement clearly of received by them on 15-12-2000. In 
the reference order it has been shown that the services of 
the claimant has been terminated with effect from 6-02-93. 
There is a specific statement on oath given by MW 2 Dinesh 
Chandra Srivastava that the claimant had not worked for 
240 days or more before one year of the date of his 
termination. I have seen his cross examination and the whole 
statement of MW 2 on this point. There does not appear to 
be any cross examination or suggestion on this point. When 
I inquired from the authorized representative for the claimant 
whether he can prove working of240 days or more from the 
records he showed his ignorance. In this connection much 
emphasis has been placed by the claimant regarding an 
application dated 11-09-2003, werein they have again 
sought the production of certain documents. Opposite party 
has stated that this application is not genuine. He stated 
that they have not been given any copy of this application 
to the opposite party. Moreover, this application was given 
after the completion of the evidence of workman and 
thereafter evidence of management of a witness of M.W.l 
was recorded and thereafter this application was moved. It 
is argued that claimant has never brought into the notice 
of the tribunal regarding the pendency of this application. 

30. It is true that when the arguments were being 
completed the auth representative for the claimant has 
referred this application before me and not on any previous 
dates. The file is also running for arguments since 2004. 
When other witnesses were produced by the opposite party 
even then nothing was said by the claimant. Even on 
14-10-2004 the arguments were heard by my learned 
predecessor and the case was reserved for award but the 
same could not be delivered due to completion of the tenure 
of the then presiding officer or the other reasons. Even I 
examined this application and I find that he has demanded 
the charger register. On this point I have examined the 
record. The previous application dated 1 -06-2000 regarding 
the summoning of the documents which contains petty 
cash register and charger register and nothing more. My 
learned predecessor has passed a detailed order dated 
14-09-2000. My learned predecessor has specifically passed 
the order dated 14-09-2000 stating therein that the charger 
register does not appear to be necessary for decision of 
this case and accordingly the application was disposed 
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off. Claimant has not gone against this order before the 
higher court and somehow moved this application dated 
11-09-2003. 

31.1 have examined all the issues and 1 find that on 
the basis of this it cannot be held that the opposite party 
has knowingly or with a mala-fide intention has with held 
any record. Therefore claimant cannot take any advantage 
that the opposite party has failed to produce any relevant 
record. It is admitted by the claimant that he was being 
paid by the cashier through the petty cash register when 
he used to work on regular working days. It has been 
contended by the opposite party that the salaries of all the 
regular employees is being paid through establishment 
register. 

32. There is one more assertion alleged by the 
claimant that the opposite party after retaining juniors in 
service removed the claimant forcibly from 01-03-93. On 
this point there is no such reference. Even claimant has not 
adduced the name of the juniors who have been retained 
and no such cogent evidence has been given. 

33. There is one more assertion that during the period 
of employment the bank had interviewed for regularization 
for the post of class IV category. There upon the claimant 
was allowed participating in the said interview in the month 
of November, 91 bearing role number 990 allotted to him. 
Claimant has placed this application in the main branch 
which was allowed and the form was filled up for 
participation in the interview wherein the claimant 
succeeded but till now he has not been given regular 
appointment. 

34. In this regard the opposite party and their 
witnesses have clearly stated on oath that a wait list was 
prepared as per agreement but has been lapsed. The 
selection list continued till 31-03-97 thereafter it stood 
lapsed for want of vacant post and due to this the claimant 
could not get appointment on the basis of his selection in 
the list. Claimant being casual worker has no right to the 
post. He cannot force the bank to appoint him without a 
post. Therefore, in my view, if the same of the claimant had 
been included in the waiting of the selected candidates 
and if he could not be given job as there was no vacancy, 
1 think no right has accrued to the claimant on the basis of 
waiting list. 

35. Claimant has produced a number of citation i.e. 
AIR 1978 SC 474 KCP Employees Association Madras 
versus the Management of KCP Limited. 2000 (84) FLR 3 
SC l lardwari Lai versus State of IJP and others, 2001 (88) 
FI R 508 (SC) Deep Chandra versus State of UP and others, 
2003 (98) FLR 1143 Bombay High Court State Bank of Indore 
versus Rashitrya Mazdoor Sena Nagpur, 2003 (98) FLR 836 
Supreme Court in between M/s. BHEL Limited versus State 
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ofU P, 2004 (101) FLR 1066 Alld High Court in between 
Kehar Pal Singh and Pradeshik Cooperative Dairy 
Federation, 29 Lucknow and another. 

36. Amongst these rulings there are certain rulings 
which distinguish in between contractor and servant. On 
this point l have already analyzed the evidence and fact 
has been found in favour of the claimant. But regarding 
burden of proving working of 240 days 1 have examined 
the principle laid down respectfully. In the given 
circumstances of the case l am of the view that claimant 
cannot take any benefit on the point of continuous working 
of 240 days. This fact has to be established by the claimant 
with the help of cogent evidence whereas he has failed to 
prove this fact. 

37. Therefore, considering all the tacts and 
circumstances, l find that the claimant has failed to prove 
through cogent evidence that he had worked 240 days or 
more in a calendar year preceding 12 months from the dale 
of his termination. Therefore, the action of the management 
in terminating the service of the claimant is neither illegal 
nor unjust. Claimant is not entitled for any relief and the 
reference is answered in favour of the bank and against the 
applicant. 

RAM PRAKASH, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 21-9-2010 

4 aregsR, 2010 

eRI.OT. 2710.-3lfafWT. 1047 (1047 

^ 14) HKT 17 ^ 3FJWH RR TTt.-qt. 
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[U T^-42012/157/2005 \\)\ 

H\. ttr. rr sftftsrra TH, 1TPF 

New Delhi, the 4th October. 2010 

S.O. 2710, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 62'2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-1 about 
Court, No. I, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management oi CTWI), 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
M0-20I0. 

[No. L-42012/157/2005-I R(CM -1!) | 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 



[WII-^IS 3(ii)] 


:3T^30,2010/^lf?fe8, 1932 


7401 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CF.NTRALGOVT. 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALrCUMLABOURCXJUKT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case I,D. No. 62/2006 

The Zonal President, 

All India CPWD(MRM), 

Karamchari Sangthan (Regd.), 

CPWD Store Building, Sector-7-B, 

Chandigarh .. .Applicant 

Versus 

The Ex. Engineer, 

Chandigarh Central Elect. Division, 

CPWD, Kendriya Sadan, 

Sector-9-A, Chandigarh . . .Respondent 

APPEARENCES: 

For the Workman : Shri Raj Kumar 
For the Management : Shri Anish Babbar 

AWARD 


*K«t>K sftWlfW 3Tfa«bW3T*T 1 , 

^ TO (Wf WTT 36/2002) ^ Wt i, 

4-10-2010 ^rr yim ^3n ^ti 

[77 ir^-42012/66/2001 -3TT^3TT7(II)] 
TJ77 TR- ^PHoflFI 7m, arf^TRt 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2010 

S.O. 2711. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 36/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. I, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Institute 
of Microbial Technology and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 4-10-2010. 

[No. L-42012/66/2001 -IR(CM-1 D) 
D.S S. SRINIVASA RAO. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 


Passed on: 24-08-2010 

The Central Govt, vide notification No.L-42012/I57/ 
2005- 1R (CM-I1), dated 06-10-2006 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

"'Whether the demand of the workman Shri Pradeep 
Singh for seeking reinstatement/regularization in the 
services of Executive Engineer, CCED, CPWD, 
Chandigarh with full back wages, w.eT. 21-05-2005 is 
legal and justified ? If yes, to what reliefthe workman 
is entitled ?” 

2. Case is taken up for hearing. Representative of the 
workman Sri Raj Kumar, Zonal Secretary of the Union 
appeared and made the statement that workman in the 
present case is not interested to pursue with the present 
reference and as the union has espoused the case of the 
workman, the union may be allowed to withdraw the present 
reference. In view of the statement of the Union 
representative the present reference is dismissed as 
withdrawn and returned as such to the Central Government. 
Central Goverment be informed. File be consigned. 


BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRA LGOVT. 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL^CUM-LABOURCOURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. I.D. 36 of 2002 


Sh. Dharminder, 

S/o Sh. Ram Dhan, 

H.No. 1049. Dadu Majra Colony 
Chandigarh 


Versus 


The Director, 

Institute of Microbial Technology, 
Sector 39-A, Chandigarh 

APPEARENCES: 

For the Workman 

For the Management 

AWARD 


. . .Applicant 


. . .Respondent 


: None 

: Shri l.S. Sidhu 


24-08-2010 

G.K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
4 2010 

3TT.3TT. 2711.-1947 ( 1947 

14) tJRT 17 ^ TTC5TR Ttcf 


Passed on 14-9-2010 

The Government of India vide notification no. 
L-42012/66/2001 -I R(CM-I I) dated 30-1 -2002, by exercising 
its powers under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
(the Act in short) has referred the following industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal :••• 
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'"Whether the action of the management of Institute 
of Microbial Technology, Chandigarh in terminating 
the services of Sh. Dharminder S/o Sh. Ram Dhan 
w.e.f. 18-5-99 is legal and justified? If not, what relief 
the workman is entitled to?” 

2. Case repeatedly called. None appeared on behalf 
of the workman despite repeated calls. On perusal of the 
record, it reveals that none is appearing on behalf of the 
workman for the last several dates. It appeares that workman 
is not intrested to pursue with the present reference. In 
view of the above, the claim in the present reference is 
returned to the Central Government for want of prosecution. 
Central Government be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh 

14-9-2010 

G.K. SI 1ARMA, Presiding Officer 

^f^TT,4 2010 

2712.—1947 (1947 
^T[ 14) ^TRT 17 ^ W&K * 

■iTFT ^ ^ 

4->4*m ^ 34f 3fterrkR7 

3Tf^RJT/3m T 1 , ^ 

W (7KR 113/2003 ) TV! W^hffVld 
^ 4- 10-2010 Ttra 13TT ^T| 

[K ReT-42012/232-2002 3TT^3TR(^-II)] 
1TR. RH. ajtftcfTR TRf, 

New Delhi, the4th October, 2010 

S.O. 2712.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. ) 13/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial-Cum-Labour 
Court, No. 1, Chandigarh as shown intheAnnexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Directorate of Wheat Research and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
(iovernment on 4-10-2010. 

[No. F42012/232/2002-1 R(C-11)] 
D. S, S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
ANNEXllRE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANEN DRAKE! MARSH ARM A, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRALGOVT. 
INDIJSTRIALTRIBIJNAL-CIJM-LABOCRCOLTRT-I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case I.D. No. 113 of 2003 

Sh. Krishan Kumar, 

S/o Sh. Fachman, 

R/o Barsat, Teh. & Distt. Karnal .. .Applicant 
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Versus 

The Director, 

Directorate of Wheat Research, 

Maharaja Aggrasain Marg, Karnal, 

Karnal Respondent 

APPEARENCES; 

For the Workman ; Shri A.S. Choudhary 
For the Management : Shri J.S. Virk 

AWARD 

Passed on 25-8-2010 

Government oflndia vide notification nol 47012/ 
232/2002-lR(CM-II) dated 08-5-2003, by exercising its 
powers under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
(the Act is short) has referred the following industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Directorate of Wheat Research in terminating Hwl 
services of Sh. Krishan Kumar S/o Sh. fachman. a 
daily wage worker w.e.f. 31-09-1990 is legal and 
justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

After receving the reference, parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. From 
the perusal of the pleadings of the workman, it is evidently 
clear that the case of the workman in short is that he w as 
appointed as casual worker on daily wages at the rates 
prescribed from time to time by the Deputy Commissioner. 
He joined his duties on 01-07-1986. He performed his duties 
up to 31 -05-1988 when his services were terminated without 
passing any order and without any notice or one month 
wages in lieu of the notice and without payment of lawful 
terminal dues. It is also the contention of the workman that 
after the termination of his services, the management has 
appointed 17 more persons as causal workers. Name of 
some of them are mentioned by the workman in his 
statement of claim as Raj Kumar S/o Shri Ram Dun, Nannu 
S/o Shri Om Parkash, Bir Singh S/o Desa, Sompal S/o Jagdish 
and Rajinder S/o Shri Sunaria. On the basis of the above 
facts, the workman has prayed for setting aside his 
termination 'order being against the provisions of the Act 
and for consequential order reinstating the workman into 
the services with other consequential benefits. 

The management appeared and challenged the claim 
of the workman by filling written statement. Preliminary 
objection was taken that claim is bad by delay. Another 
objection, was taken that management is not an industry 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction for answering this 
reference. Further objection was taken that workman has 
approached the Administrative Service Tribunal and he 
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has not disclosed the fact that his claim was dismissed by 
the Administrative Tribunal. 

On merits, it is contended by the management that 
workman was not appointed on daily wages in Barely 
Project. The Barely Project come to an end and on 
completion of the project the services of the workman was 
terminated. The rights, duties and liabilities of the Barely 
Project were thereafter, taken by the management of Wheat 
Project as started by the management. Parties were afforded 
the opportunity for adducing evidence. Evidence of both 
of the parties was recorded. Parties were heard at length. 

The workman has come for relief before this Tribunal 
on the ground that he was completed 240 days of work in 
the year 1986 and he is entitled for regularization of his 
services. The second contention of the workman is that 
after the termination of his services 17 other causal workers 
were appointed and he was not afforded any opportunity 
to work. Before answering the abovementioned issues, it 
will be proper to remove a technical fault in the reference. 
The date of termination in the reference referred by the 
Central Government is 31-09-1990, whereas, the claim of 
the workman is that his services were terminated on 31 -05- 
1988. The management has also contended and admitted 
that the date of termination is 31-05-1988 and not 31-05- 
1990. It is the settled law' that this Tribunal cannot amend 
the reference, but where there is clerical and arithmetical 
mistake and has no adverse impact on the rights, duties 
and liabilities of parties, it should be considered for doing 
justice, by the Tribunal. There is no dispute that the 
reference is related to the workman. There is no dispute 
that the date of termination of the workman is 31-05-1988. 
Thus, the date of termination mentioned in the reference as 
31 -09-1990 shall be read over as 31 -05-1988. The Tribunal 
or adjudicatory authority must not be technical in its 
approach. As there is no dispute between the parties, the 
same should be construed as such. 

So far as , the issue of delay is concern, I am of the 
view that there is delay in raising the industrial dispute 
after the termination of the services of the workman. The 
workman approached the Central Administrative Tribunal 
before raising this reference and the Tribunal has decided 
his claim to approach the appropriate Forum. Thereafter, 
the workman raised the industrial dispute and the same 
was kept pending before ALC/ Conciliation Officer for six 
years. Central Government also took abnormal time for 
referring the reference and this Tribunal is equally guilty 
for answering the reference after abnormal delay of seven 
years, whereas, it was suppose to answer within three 
months. Thus, on the basis of the above, I am of the view 
that the claim of the workman is not barred by delay. 

The management has also contended that 
management is not an industry. Whether a particular 
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organization is an industry or not is decided by ilon'ble 
the Apex Court in Bangalore Water Supply & Sewerage 
Board Versus A.Rajappa & others AIR 1978-SC548. in this 
judgement Hon'ble the Apex Court has elaborately defined 
the term industry. The ratio of the judgement is that whether 
a particular organization is industry or not is to be seen by 
its activities. It is also the ratio of the judgement that if any 
organization is having different units and few of the units 
are not industry, rest units may qualify to the term industry 
which entirely depends on the basis of the activities of the 
unit and work entrusted to and discharged by the workman. 
Admittedly, the workman was a daily wager doing the work 
as prescribed by the management. The act of the 
management to entrust the work of particular nature to him 
and discharged by him has no nexus with the research 
conducted by the management. The act of the management 
has no concern with the research but he was supposed to 
do the work in agriculture fields and get wages accordingly. 
Thus, on the basis of the activities of the management and 
the work entrusted by the management to and discharged 
by the workman, the management is an industry and this 
Tribunal has got jurisdiction to adjudicate this reference. 
The management has relied upon a judgement passed by 
this Tribunal in another case in which the management has 
held not to be an industry. It is a judgement of concurrent 
jurisdiction and cannot operate as ajudicial precedent while 
answering this reference. No doubt, the judicial propriety 
requires that the judgement of the concurrent jurisdiction 
should also be considered to prevent the different decisions 
in similar cases. But it cannot be done at the cost of glaring 
injustice. Justice requires that independent decision should 
be takedn by this Tribunal. Accordingly this Tribunal is 
holding on the basis of the above observation that 
management is an industry. 

Now, I am answering both of the issues raised by the 
workman. It is the duty of the workman to prove that he 
has completed 240 days of w ork in the preceding year from 
the date of his termination. It is in the claim of the workman 
that he has completed 240 days of work in the year 1986-87. 
He has not mentioned in his claim petition regarding the 
completion of240 days in the preceding year from the dale 
of his termination. In his evidence recorded by this Tribunal 
on oath, the workman has stated that the cannot tell how 
many days he has worked in the preceding year with the 
management? The workman has not bled any document 
regarding his working days with the management To any 
surprise, the workman has not also tiled any application 
for summoning the records lying the custody of the 
management. On the other hand, management has stated 
that as a daily waged worker workman has worked with the 
Barely Project and alter closure of Barely Project services 
of workman were terminated. It is also the contention of 
the managment that workman has not completed 240 days 
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in every calendar year, he has worked with the management. 
Thus, in very garlanding words workman has stated that 
he was completed 240 days in the year 1986 and his services 
should be regularized, whereas, he has not even stated 
that he has completed 240 days of work in the preceding 
year from the date of his termination. The oral contention 
of the workman is not sufficient to prove this contention. 
He should have come with some cogent evidence. 
Accordingly, workman has utterly failed to prove that he 
has completed 240 days in the preceding year from the 
date of his termination. 

There is one more contention of the workman that 
the 17 persons were appointed after the termination of his 
service. It is the settled law that if the workman has worked 
even for a day and retrenched according to law, propriety 
has to be given to the retrenches. But in his evidence 
recorded by this Tribunal on oath the workman has stated 
that he does not know whether any person was appointed 
by the management after the termination of his services. 
Thus, on both of the contentions raised by the workman 
regarding illegality of his termination and appoinment of 
another persons, 1 am of the view that workman has utterly 
failed to prove that he has completed 240 days of work in 
the preceding year from the date of his termination and 17 
persons were appointed after the termination of his services. 
The management has stated that on closure of the Barely 
Project the services of the workman was not required and 
services were terminated. Documents on file prove that 
Barely Project was closed. Even if the contention of the 
management is not considered, the workman has failed to 
prove his case. Accordingly, there is no force in the claim 
of the workman and the same is dismissed. Workman is not 
entitled for any relief. The reference is accordingly 
answered. Let Central Government be approached for 
publication of award and thereafter. Tile be consigned to 
record room. 

G. K. SHARMA. Presiding Officer 
4 2010 

cFT.OT. 2713. —sfcilPl* 1947 (1947 

14) mn 1 1 ^ ^ tr^r 

3TT t ^ ^ sfk 3^ ^F Wfa, 
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130/1998) ^ iftld Wt t, TPC37R 

4-10-2010 *JTl 

[U x^-22012/373/1997 3^3TR(^t-II) ] 
W. TTH. TT^r, t^F 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2010 

S.O. 2713.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the award (Kef. No. 1 R) 
1998) delivered by Central Government ltnluslnaU uni- 
Labour Court, No.!, Chandigarh as shown in the Annoxutv 
in the Industrial Dispute between the emplovers in relation 
to the management of FCl and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Govern merit on 4-10-2010. 

|No. 1.-22012 373 1997-1KK 41 1 | 

D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO. Desk t Rheer 

ANNEX EIRE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KEMARSHARMA. 

PRESIDING OFFICER,CENTRALGOVT. 
lNDUSTRIALTRlBENAL-CUM-l ABOEIUOERI I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case ED. No. 130 1998 

Sh. Shamsher Singh. 

C/oShri N.K. Kapil 
House No. 635, Milk Colony 

Dhanas. Chandigarh. . . .Applicant 

Versus 

The Senior Regional Manager. 

North Food Corporation of India. 

Punjab Region, Sector-34, 

Chandigarh. .Respondent 

APPEARENCES: 

For the Workman : ShriN.K. Kapil 
For the Management : Shri Ravi Kant Sharma 

AWARD 

Passed on 20-9-2010 

The Government of India vide notification 
No.L-22012 373 97-lR{CM-I)dated 30-6-1998. b\ exercising 
its powers under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
(the Act in short) has referred the following industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of FCI. 
represented by Distt. Manager, FCL Sangrur in 
terminating the services of Shri Shamsher Singh S o 
Joginder Singh as Casual employee w.c.f. Ma\ 1981 
and subsequently keeping him outside the settlement 
dated 15-02-1989 and not regularizing his services 
according to FCI HQ Circular dated 24-08-1992 to 
19-05-1994 is just and legal? If not. to what relief the 
workman is entitled and from which date?" 

After receving the reference, parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. 
Opportunity for adducing evidence was also afforded to 
both of the parties. Oral evidence was recorded. 
Documentary evidence was also filed by both of the parties. 
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I have heard the parties and their learned counsels at 
length. 

The reference referred by the Central Government 
can be divided into two pans as follows:— 

(1) The legality and the validity of settlement 
dated 15-02-1989 and subsequent circular 
letters dated 24-08-1992 and 19-05-1994 
regarding the regularization of the services of 
the workman. 

(2) Whether the settlement dated 15-02-1989 and 
subsequent circular letters dated 24-08-1992 
and 19-05-1994 is applicable to the workman, 
meaning thereby, whether the workman is 
entitled for the protection of the provisions 
mentioned in the settlement? 

So far as the first part is concern, there is conscious 
of both of the parties. I )uring that cross-examination of the 
workman, it is admitted b\ both of the parties that settlement 
dated 15-02-1989 and the subsequent circular letters dated 
24-OS-1992 and 19-05-1994 were legally executed. Thus, the 
legality of the settlement dated 15-02-1989 and the 
subsequent circular letters dated 24-8-1992 and 19-05-1994 
is not subject matter before this Tribunal to decide. 

The only dispute is regarding the applicability of the 
memorandum of sett lenient and subsequent circular letters, 
in case of the workman. This Tribunal has to decide whether 
the benefit of these circular letters was illegally denied to 
the u oi k man? 

On perusal of the evidence of the parties and the 
memorandum of settlement and subsequent circular tellers, 
u is clear that this memorandum of settlement was issued 
by the management of the bank on account of certain writ 
petitions and the claims before different Courts by several 
pei sons workman against the management respondent. 
The management agreed to regularize the services of each 
workman whose case was pending before appropriate forum 
mentioned in the memorandum of settlement as per the 
terms of this settlement. To give colour to this settlement 
further circular letters'orders were passed by the 
management for the regularization of the service of the 
persons who were covered in this settlement. The workman 
was not tlie party in any proceedings or in any case or 
petition mentioned in the memorandum of settlement. There 
is no dispute on this issue. It is the contention of the 
management that as workman was not the party to any 
dispute in any case mentioned in the memorandum of 
settlement, lie is not entitled for the benefit of the same. It 
is not also disputed that workman is similarly situated and 
is on the same footing with those persons whose name 
figured in any of the writ petitions or claim mentioned in 
memorandum of settlement. Meaning thereby, the only 


question for adjudication before this. Tribunal is whether 
the benefit of any beneficiary settlement can be denied to 
any person on account of his failure to tile the writ petition 
or a case for rcdressal of his Ljievances? The further 
question to adjudicate is that if because of socio-economic 
constraints on some other constraints party is unable to 
approach the Court, whether the justice should be denied 
to him? 

It has been well established and proved by the 
workman that he was the matter of the I lomeguard and his 
services were provided with to the IT! and lie was amongst 
those persons whose services have been regularized in 
terms of the memorandum of settlement and in terms of the 
subsequent two circular letters dated 24-08-1992 and 
19-05-1994. In this regard, no documents were Hied by the 
management. But the rest documents filed b\ the 
management and the cross-examination of the witness of 
the management proved it well that workman was a member 
of 1 lomeguard whose services were provided with to the 
1'Cl. lie rendered the services to the l Cl lor the period 
mentioned in the statement of claim 

Thus, the question remain same whether the benefit 
of this memorandum and subsequent circular letters should 
be given to the workman in spile of the fact that he w is nol 
the party in any of the proceeding in the case or petitions 
mentioned in the memorandum of sett lenient '. 

In my view the answer lies in differentiating the 
adjudication ofariy case with justice delivery I he Tnhunal 
should ensure the adjudication of : ease in such a wav that 
justice is nol denied. The Proceedings of this Inbunai 
runs on the basis o! equity. justice and good conscious 
Technical provisions of substantive and procedural laws 
<are not applicable. In other wavs. 1 cans.,) that pio< voa g 
o( this Tribunal runs on the basis *4 the 1 a »c *p!o^cs ,s - taw 
subject to the certain limitations. I lie linntaiionm m\ view 
is that tills due process adopted by this I nbunal should 
not exceed the authorities ol this tribunal limited b\ the 
Constitution and the Industrial Disputes Act* J am not 
inclined to accept the contention of the management that 
this Tribunal has not empowered (o discuss the prm Cions 
of the Constitution. The Constitution and the virus oi an\ 
scheme cannot be challenged before tltis Tribunal. But for 
me to discuss the rights of the workman under the 
constitution is and should be paramount consideration oi 
this Tribunal as well. Constitution is mother of all the 1 jus 
and Industrial Disputes Act is the child. 1 am unable to 
understand how a child law can survive agianst the spirit 
of mother law. 

M this contention of the management regarding the 
attribution of the benefit of circular letters to the workman 
on account ol his failure to approach any Court or Tribunal 
for his grievances is accepted it will be violative of Article 
14, I6&2I ofllte Constitution. Article I4& 16 provides for 
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right to equality in matters of public appointment, whereas, 
article 21 of the construction provides for right to life and 
personal liberty. 

On Article 21, regarding the life and personal liberty 
of human being Hon'ble the Apex Court in several judicial 
pronouncements has explained this term elobrately. The 
judicial thinking and the conscious of this Tribunal should 
not be static and it should be guided by the ratio of principle 
laid down by Hon’ble the Apex Court regarding Article 21 
read with Article 14 and 16 of the Constitution. 

There is no dispute before this Tribunal that workman 
is similar situation along with the persons who have derived 
the benefits of this settlement. The only difference is that 
w orkman failed to approach any CourtTribunal forredressal 
of the grievances. Article 14 of the Constitution barred the 
differentiation treatment in similarly situated persons. Alike 
shall be treated alike. The different treatment between the 
persons who '.re similarly situated in violative of Article 14 
& 21 of the Constitution. If any person because of socio¬ 
economic constraints is unable to approach any Court or 
Tribunal, it cannot be criteria for differentianon. The criteria! 
for differentiation under Article 14 should be reasonable. 
In my view is shall not be reasonable criteria to keep the 
workman out of the group on the sole basis that he could 
not approach any Court or Tribunal. As stated earlier, bis 
failure to approach any appropriate Court or Tribunal cannot 
be a reasonable criteria for differentiation under Article 14. 
Thus. 1 am of the view' that benefit of a beneficiary' scheme 
cannot denied to the workman just on the ground that he 
was not a person in any of the writ petition, case mentioned 
in the memorandum of settlement. There is no dispute on 
the issue, at the cost of the repetition, that workman was 
similarly situated along with those persons who have been 
given benefit of memorandum of settlement and subsequent 
circular letters mentioned above. Thus, denying the benefit 
of these circular letters of this memorandum of settlement 
and subsequent circular letters is violative of Article 14, 16 
& 21 of the Constitution. In this regard, I am of the view 
that benefit of this settlement and the subsequent circular 
letters cannot be denied to the workman on account of his 
failure to approach the Court or any judicial forum for the 
redressal of his grievances. Apart from this issue that the 
workman failed to approach any forum or Court, he equates 
in all the matters with the persons who have filed any case, 
petition or writ mentioned in the memorandum ofsettlement. 

Present era of judicial adjudication and justice 
delivery is the era of harmonious relations between 
fundamental rights and the directive principle of the State 
policy. Meaning thereby, while adjudication any matter 
this Tribunal is bound to see that adjudication is not a 
technical adjudication but should also ensure that by 
adjudication the justice is not denied. If the contention of 
the management is accepted that the name of the workman 


was not in any of the proceedings, in any writ, or petition, 
in the memorandum ofsettlement. it will be a narrow 
interpretation ofbeneficial instrument w hich is not permitted 
by law. A beneficial instrument has to be constructed by 
the Tribunal purposively for the purpose for which the 
instrument was created. The technical construction of such 
document according to the procedure prevailed in this 
tribunal as appear. At the cost of reptition. if the above 
contention of the management is accepted it will be a narrow 
construction of the document by this Tribunal. It will result 
in adjudication of the case while d\ ing justice, it is not the 
function of this Tribunal This Tribunal has to ensure the 
justice deliver) by adjudication. Thus, by seeing off the 
narrow construction on the basis of the ratio of several 
judicial pronouncements given b> Apex Court on Article 
14, 16 & 21 of the Constitution, ! am construing this 
document as per the principle of interpretation of anv 
instrument. 

For the reasons mentioned above. I am of the view 
that benefit to the workman cannot be denied just on the 
ground that he failed to move a petition or a case before 
any appropriate forum, whereas, his case was similar and 
same as per other persons who have been given benefit of 
the settlement and subsequent circular letters. The claim 
of the workman is liable to be allowed. 

On more objection has been raised In the 
management regarding the dclav and latches 1 he workman 
has shown and proved the tacts for raising the industrial 
dispute so delay. The last circular letter was passed in the 
year 1995. As per the contention of the workman he 
approached the management bin no heed was given to his 
request. Thereafter, he raised the industrial dispute in the 
year 1996. A long time was taken b\ the Government for 
referring the dispute and the substantial time was taken h' 
this Tribunal for adjudication of the reference. According!). 
I am also of the view that this reference is not barred by 
. delay and latches. 

On the basis of the above observation, the 
management of respondent is directed to giv e the benefit 
to the workman in the similar way as other persons were 
given the benefit vide memorandum of settlement and 
subsequent circular letters within one month train the date 
publication of the award. Considering the facts and 
circumstances of the case. I am also of the view that 
workman shall also be entitled for halfback wages from tlu 
date of last circular letter. The management is directed n 
render the above benefit to the workman within one numtl 
from the date of publication of the award. 

Let Central Government be approached fn 
publication of award and thereafter, tile be consigned n 
record room. 

(i. K. SI IAKMA. Presiding (Mike 





: 30,201 o/^uf^F 8 ,1932 


7407 


[*rmil—3(ii)J 

^ ferft, 4 33^R, 2010 

^FT.33T. 2714.—STlsrfe 1947 (1947 

^144) ^FT *TRI 17 ^ 3TT7TFT ^', RR. 

<ft. ^ ^ Mm*)' sIr cprR -*R<FTrf ^ #g, 

3Rf?'»4 R Fft^e aHWlfj|+" tRRK R ^#4 4RR5T7 3^tJtPl+ 
3#4^RJT R.!, % W (7^*5 WTT 47/2001 ) ^FT 

TFFTftld RT?cft t, jjt RTRiK <£t 4-10-2010 RTf 3TRT 
^3TT «TTt 

[R. Rc4-230l2/23/!997-3^31R(#-il)] 
■St. T3U trR. sftftcira m, 3TfaFl3 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2010 

S.O. 2714.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 47 /200I) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court. No. 1 Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BBMB and their workmen, which was 
received by the Centra! Government on 4-10-2010. 

|No. L-23012/23/1997-IR (C-II)j 

D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, 
CHANDIGARH. 

Case No. 1. D. 47/2001 

Legal Secretary, BBMB, Regular Technical Employees 
l 'nion (l.W.) Plot No. 2 11 -L, Barai, PO Partapnagar, Nangal 
Township Distt. Ropar(Punjab). 

...Applicants 

Versus 

The Chief Engineer, Bhakra Dam, Nangal Township, 

Distt. Ropar (Pb) 

...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman : Shri R.K. Singh 

For the Management Shri S. K. Goel 

AWARD 

Passed on 16-9-2010 

Government of India vide notification No. L-23012/ 
23 974R (C-ll). dated 05-01 -2001 by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, (the Act in 
short) has referred the following Industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal 


“ Whether the action of the management of Bhakra 
Dam represented through Chief Engineer, Nangal 
Township, Distt. Ropar (Punjab) in not giving 
promotion to Shri Anil Kuinar as D.H.D. w.e.f. 
6-6-1990 is justified ? If not to what re lief the workman 
is entitled and from what date 7' 

After receiving the reference, both of the parties 
were informed. Parties appeared and filed theri respective 
pleadings. The case of the workman in nut shell is that he 
was illegally denied promotion to the post of DHD w.e.f 
6-6-1990. He was appointed as Tracer w.e.f 11-01-1978 and 
promoted as Draftsman w.e.f 08-10-1984. His services were 
governed under Recruitment and Conditions services 
Regulation, 1984. Prior to this his service were governed 
under Punjab State Services Class-III Rules, 1960. In spite 
of three vacancies, he was not promoted to the post of 
DHD. 1 le made number of representations but no heed was 
given by the management.! wo persons juniors to him were 
promoted and his case was not considered. Ultimately he 
raise the industrial dispute and on account of failure of the 
conciliation report, this reference. 

the management appeared and contested the claim 
of the workman by filing written statement. It was contended 
by the management that the persons promoted prior to the 
workman were from the Punjab Cadre on deputation to the 
BBMB. The workman was from BBMB cadre and no post 
as per rules was lying vacant for BBMB cadre. As soon as 
the post lying vacant for the cadre of the BBMB, the 
workman was promoted to the DHD and presently he is 
working as such. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity of 
adducing evidence. Oral evidence was recorded. Some 
documents were also filed. Rules governing the service 
conditions of the workman are also on record. It is admitted 
that the two persons promoted prior to the workman were 
from the cadre of the Punjab, in fact in BBMB the officials 
from different states constitute the compete cadre. The 
service conditions of the officials who came from the 
different states cadres are different than the service 
conditions of the employees who are in the permanent 
cadre of the BBMB. The workman was and is a permanent 
employee of the BBMB cadre, whereas, the two officials 
named by the workman namely Shri Charanjeet Singh and 
Shri Madan Lai are from the Punjab State cadre. On perusal 
of the evidence on record it is also evident that both of the 
employees were promoted from the cadre of Punjab and 
not from the cadre of BBMB. In the year 1998 three vacancies 
existed and third vacancy as per rules W'ent to the BBMB 
cadre on which the workman was promoted. Thus, no junior 
to the workman from amongst the BBMB cadre was 
promoted as D1 ID prior to the workman. The workman has 
also failed to establish any violation of the rule regarding 
his promotion to DHD cadre. As soon as the vacancy 
existed the workman was promoted. Thus, there is no force 
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in the contention of the workman that he was illegally 
denied the promotion to DHD w.e.f. 06-06-1990. The 
reference is accordingly answered. Let Central Government 
be approached for publication of the award, and thereafter, 
tile be consighed to record room. 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

4 2010 
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New Delhi, the 4th October, 2010 

S.O. 2715.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.03/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Kolkata 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of BCCL and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 04-10-2010. 

[No. L-22012/263/1999-1R (C-l I)] 

D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 

Reference No. 03 of 2000 

Parties : Employers in relation to the Management of 
The General Manager (S/C), B.C.C.L. 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present: Mr. Justice Manik Mohan Sarkar 
.... Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the : None 

Management 

On behalf of the : Mr. M. Dutta, Ld. Advocate. 

Workmen 

State : West Bengal Industry : Coal. 

Dated: 22nd September, 2010 


AWARD 

By Order No. L-22012 263 99-1R (CM-lIj dated 
30-12-1999 the Government of India. Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section 10 (1) (d) and (2 A! o! 
the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

‘‘Whether the action of the management of BCCl in 
refixing and thereby lowering the basic pa> of Shri Sana! 
Adhikari for the reason of his joining in the promoted post 
after a lapse of six months from the date of issuance of the 
order is legal and justified. If not, to what relief Shri Adhikari 
is entitled ?" 

2. Mr. M. Dutta, Ld. Advocate is present on behalt 
of the workmen union. The authorized representative of 
the workmen union. Mr. Dipak Kumar Sinha and the 
workman concerned, namely. Mr. Sanat Adhikari are also 
personally present. None is however is present on behalt 
of the management, though :t\-. per acknowledgment due 
received back, the nod- v - -ipon the management appeal ^ u* 
have been served. 

3. One applicat ion has been filed todav dul\ vended 
by the authorized representative of the workmen union 
Mr. Dipak Kumar Sinha. Mr. Dutta, Ld. Advocate tot the 
workmen union ha?.- unmitted that in the said application 
it is being submitted on behalf of the workmen as well as 
the workman concerned that the present reference would 
not be pursued any more and it may be disposed of having 
“No dispute" 

4. Both the workman concerned, Mr. Sanat Adhikari 
and the authorized representative of the workmen union. 
Mr. Dipak Kumar Sinha are personally heard about their 
knowledge in respect of the contents of the application file 
dtoday and I am satisfied that they are well aware about 
the contents of the said application. 

5. Even though none is present on behalf ot the 
management, the matter can be disposed of in the presence 
of the workmen side since the reference was initiated at the 
instance of the workman who does not want to proceed 
with the present reference having no dispute. 

6 . So, the present reference is disposed of treating 
“No Dispute'^ and having no existence of any industrial 
dispute at the present context. An Award is passed 
accordingly. 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 22nd September, 2010 

JUSTICE MANIK MOHAN SARKAR, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th October, 2010 

S.O. 2716. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 71 / 2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of SCCL 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 4-10-2010. 

[No. L-22013/1/2010-IR(C-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR COURT, AT 
HYDERABAD 

PresentShri Ved Prakash Gaur 
Presiding Officer 

Dated the 23rd day of August, 2010 

Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 71/2005 

BETWEEN: 

Sri K. Srinivas Reddy, 

S/o Satyanarayana Reddy, 

H. No. 3-2-37, Vidyanagar Colony, 

Kothagudem - 507 101 .Petitioner 

AND 

I. The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Kothagudem Area, Kothagudem. 

2. The Superintendent of Mines, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

SOM/VK 7 Incline,, 

Kothagudem. . Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the Peritioner: M/s. C. Vijaya Shekar Reddy & S. 

Vijay Venkatesh, Advocates 

For the Respondent: Ms. P. A. V. V. S. Sarma & Vijaya 
Lakshmi Panguluri, Advocates 

AWARD 

Sri K. Srinivasa Reddy an ex. Employee of M/s. 
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., has filed this petition 
under Sec. 2A (2) of the I. D. Act, 1947 has been filed in 
view of the j udgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Andhra 
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Pradesh reported in W. P. No. 8395 of 1989 dated 3-8-1995 
between Sri U. Chinnapapa and M/s. Cotton Corporation 
of India and two others challenging the order of termination 
of his services dated 31-1-1997 ' 5-2-1997 as illegal, invalid, 
unsustainable in law and for his reinstatement into serv ice. 

2. In his claim statement the workman has submitted 
that he was appointed as general ma/door in the 
Respondent company in the year 1991. 1 le performed his 
duties regularly to the entire satisfaction of his superiors. 
During course of employment he was transferred from place 
to place on very short intervals . He was upgraded as coal 
filler vv.e.f. 1-9-1995 and was kept on probation for 6 
months. He was issued with a charge sheet dated 10-5-96 
leveling charges of irregular attendance from January, 1995 
to December, 1995. Copy of document was not given to the 
Petitioner. Principles of natural justice were violated in the 
case of the Petitioner. Enquiry was conducted in very 
unfair manner. F.nquiry Officer submitted his finding and 
Disciplinary Authority blindly agreed with the findings of 
the Enquiry Officer and dismissed the Petitioner fromserv ice 
through order dated 2 M-97 2-2-1997 which is illegal, 
invalid, arbitrary and unjustified. 

3. He has further stated that the management had 
adopted unfair labour practice and has v ictimized the 
Petitioner. The matter was taken up along with cases of 
other workman. A settlement was entered into between 
union and the management on 21 -2-2000 to the effect that 
the employees who were dismissed in the year 1997 they 
will be reinstated. A circular was issued on 10-3-2000 calling 
for the willingness of the dismissed workman. Petitioner 
submitted his willingness on 18-3-2000 but he was not 
allowed to resume duty. Hence, he has filed this petition. 

4. Counter statement was filed by the Respondent 
management. It has been stated that Petitioner was initially 
appointed as badii filler on 9-4-91 and was promoted as 
general mazdoor. Petitioner was irregular in his duties and 
was absent from duty many a time without leave. I lence. a 
charge sheet was issued to the Petitioner in the y ear 1995. 
Prior to the year 1995 also the attendance of the Petitioner 
was very poor. He put in only 37 musters during the year 
1995, 180 musters during 1994. 198 musters during 1993 
and only 18 musters during 1996. The Petitioner was issued 
with a charge sheet. He never asked for any document. No 
violation of principles of natural justice were committed. 
Charge sheet was sent to the Petitioner by registered post 
which returned undelivered with the postal endorsement 
“party r out of station”. However, the same charge sheet 
was served on Petitioner on 11-5-96. Petitioner attended 
the enquiry proceeding took part in that departmental 
proceeding examined himself as defence w itness thereafter 
Enquiry Officer submitted report on the basis of the relevant 
material placed before him. Since the Petitioner's attendance 
was not satisfactory during the years 1993, 1994 and 1995 
and he put in only 37 musters during 1995 he was dismissed 
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from the service. There is no illegality or irregularity in the 
punishment imposed on the Petitioner. 

5. Both the parties were directed to produce their 
respective evidences. Petitioner has tiled xerox copy of 
o Office order dated 29-8-91, xerox copy of office order dated 
28-12-95, xerox copy of charge sheet dated 10-5-96, xerox 
copy of enquiry notice dated 17-5-96, xerox copy ot 
dismissal order dated 5-2-97 and xerox copy of his 
application for fresh appointment. He filed his affidavit in 
support of his calim. 

6 . Respondent management has also tiled office 
copy of charge sheet dated 25-2-96, office copy of notice 
of enquiry proceeding, proceeding book of enquiry, report 
of Enquiry Officer and puishment order. 

7. After tiling of the affidavit the workman started 
absenting himself and did not participate in the further 
proceeding of the case. 

8 . In this case domestic enquiry was conducted 
and it was challenged by the Petitioner through his claim 
statement as such, it was agreed that the question of legality 
and validity of the domestic enquiry shall be decided 
before entering into merits of this case. The ease was 
posted for arguments on the question of legality and 
validity of the domestic enquiry on 28-4-2009, but none 
appeared from the side of the Petitioner to challenge the 
same, as such, it is held that the domestic enquiry was 
conducted legally and validly and the case was posted for 
arguments under Sec. 1 1 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. 

9. Petitioner remained absent even on the date of 
arguments. Learned Counsel for the Respondent tiled 
written arguments and also submitted oral arguments. 

10 . 1 have gone through the claim statement, 
counter statement, affidavit tiled by the Petitioner and other 
documents filed by Petitioner and that of Respondent 
management by way of the entire proceeding book of 
departmental enquiry 

1 I. The following points lias to be considered in 
this case : 

(I) Whether the action of the management in 
dismissing the Petitioner from service is legal and justified 
or not l) 

(II) To what reliefthe Petitioner is entitled to ? 

12. Pints (1) : It is admitted case ofthe Petitioner 
workman that he remained absent during the year 1995-96 
when he was on probation for six months beginning from 
28-12-95. He was served with the charge sheet dated 
25-2-96 wherein it was alleged that he remained absent for 
272 days during the year 1995 and has put in only 37 musters 
during the entire year 1995. The Petitioner workman has 
alleged that he was appointed as coal tiller w.e.f. 1-9-95 and 


he was placed on probation for a period of 6 months file 
office memo dated 28-12-95 shows that Petitioner was 
appointed as coal filler w.e.f. 1-9-95 notionally. 1 le was to 
receive monetary benefit from 1 -9-96 and he was placed on 
probation for 6 months with the condition that Ris 
confirmation and grant of SPRA will depend upon earning 
satisfactory report about his work, attendance and conduct 
However, the charge sheet show that Petitioner was absent 
from 1/9 to 30/9, CIO to 3140, l/l 1 to 30/1 1 and M2 to 
14/12 and again on 23rd, 26lh of December, 1995 Tins prove 
that Petitioner after appointment as coal tiller did not pul in 
sufficient musters. Though he was on pienatlnn during 
those periods Charge sheet was issued, but the enqtmy 
proceeding book show (hat no reply was given by ikv 
Petitioner even after receiving the charge shod \ !u t 9 e 
Superintendent Sri V Krishna Munity has staled beh-re 
the Enquire Officer that workman remained absent to; 2 
days during *995, he put in only ISO musters ‘hiring die 
year 1994, and 198 musters in 1993. One Sn S K fauck. 
clerk has also deposed the same thing. \K hat was the iv.uen 
ofthe absence ofthe Petitioner during the yea: 199.5 cr 
why he did not attend to his duty during the penod oi 
probation has not been explained by the Petitioner Hos 
shows that he was unwilling and careless workman. ! he 
Enquiry Officer has also given finding that the Petitioner 
remained absent for272 days without any reasonable cause 
or reason. I fully agree with the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer since Petitioner was not a willing worker, he put in 
only 16 musters during 1 -9-95 to 31-12-95 during period of 
his probation as such, the action of the management in 
dismissing the probationary from service can not be said 
to be arbitrary, illegal or unjustified. The action of the 
management is fully justified because the Petitioner 
workman was habitual absentee, he did not put in sufficient 
musters even during probation period. Point No. (I) is 
decided accordingly. 

13. Point (11) : While discussing the point No (I) 
litis tribunal has come to the conclusion that Petitioner 
workman was a unwilling and careless workman, he did not 
put in sufficient musters during 1995, he-put in only V/ 
musters and remained absent for 272 days without any 
leave or information to his superiors. 1 !e did not explain the 
reasons of his absence before the I nquiry Officer, the 
punishment imposed upon him is justified and proper. No 
interference is required in the case ofthe present workman 
and the workman is not entitled for any relief. Point No. (II) 
is answered accordingly. 

14. in view ofthe above discussion, this petition 
deserves to be dismissed and is dismissed without costs. 

I lence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Sint. P. Phani Gowri, personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 23rd day of 
August, 2010. 

VET) PR A K ASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
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Appendix of Evidence 

Witnesses Examined for Witnesses Examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents Marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents Marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delh i, the 4 th October, 2010 

S.O. 2717.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No65/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of SCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 04-10-2010. 

[No. L-22013/1 /20104R (C41)] 

D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRI BUN A L-CU M-LA BOU R COURT, 
HYDERABAD 

PresentShri Ved Prakash Gaur, 

Presiding Officer 

Dated the 23rd day of August, 2010 

Industrial Dispute No. 65/2005 

Between: 

The General Secretary, 

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana), 

Singareni Collieries Employees Council, 

Qtr. No. BCH-30, Vittalnagar 

Godavarikhani - 505209 .... Petitioner 

AND 


The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Mandamarri Division, 

Mandamarri - 504231. ...Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Peritioner: M/s. A. Sarojana, K. Vasudeva Reddy 
& V. Pumachander Rao , 
Advocates 

For the Respondent M/s. P. A. V. V. S. Sarnia & Vijaya 
Lakshmi Panguluri, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
order No. L-22012/258/2004-1R (CM-II), dated4-10-2005 
referred the following dispute under Section 10(1) (d) of 
the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between 
the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company 
Ltd., and their workmen. The schedule of reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s. 

Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Mandamarri 

Division in dismissing Shri Kotnaru Narayana. Coal 

Filler from services w.e f 22-2-1999 is legal and 

justified ?" 

If not, to what relief the workman is entitled ? 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as LD. 
No. 65/2005 and notices were issued to the parties. 

2. Claim statement has been filed by the Petitioner 
union stating therein that workman Sri Komaru Narayana 
was appointed on 22-1-97 as badli filelr. He became sick 
and was under treatment during the year 1998. He could 
not attend to his duties due to his sickness. Unfortunately 
management without considering the man days the 
workman spent on sickness on account of illness treated 
all his absent days as his absenteeism and a charge sheet 
dated 21-3-1998 was issued to the workman alleging therein 
that workman was habitually absent during the year 1998 
w ithout sufficient cause which is misconduct under clause 
25.25 of the Company's Standing Orders. 

3. On receipt of the charge sheet workman 
submitted his explanation on 19-8-98 pleading the reason 
for his inability to perform regular duties, but, without 
considering submission made by the workman a routine 
and mechanical enquiry was conducted wherein the 
workman was not given opportunity much less valid in 
nature. The Enquiry Officer proceeded w ith a pre-conccived 
notation as if workman has committed misconduct and he 
is liable to be inflicted w ith the punishment of dismissal 
from service. Enquiry Officer conducted lopsided enquin 
and submitted his report holding the charges against the 
Petitioner workman to be proved. The Disciplinary 
Authority passed order of dismissal basing on the report 
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submitted by the Enquiry Officer vide order dated 17-2-99 
w.e.f. 22-2-99. 

.4. Aggrieved by the above, workman approached 
the higher authorities but his please were not considered 
by the management. As such, he approached the union 
and conciliation proceeding was moved which resulted in 
failure, Regional Labour Commissioner (C), Hydrabad 
referred the matter to the Government of India and the 
Government has made this reference to this tribunal to 
adjudicate the following schedule of reference : 

''Whether the action of the management of M/s. 

Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Mandamarri 

Division in dismissing Shri Komaru Narayana, Coal 

Filler from services w.e.f. 22-2-1999 is legal and 
justified ?” 

If not, to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

5. The union has challenged the proceeding on 
the ground that the enquiry was held in the language 
which was not known to the Petitioner. No proper 
opportunity was afforded to the Petitioner his signature 
was obtained on the proceeding book which was written in 
English, copy of relevant document was not given to the 
Petitioner, Enquiry Officer has not afforded opportunity to 
cross-examine the witnesses nor afforded opportunity to 
present the Petitioner’s evidence. The said ground is 
mentioned in para 4 (i) to (x). 

6. It has further been stated that assuming that the 
enquiry was conducted properly, punishment of dismissal 
is disproportionate for the charge of absenteeism. The 
workman was badli filler in the year 1997 he could not be 
regular due to his sickness. He is the sole bread w'inner in 
his family, as a result of his dismissal from service whole 
family members are facing financial hardship and starvation. 

7. Petitioner was dismissed in the year 1999, he 
approached the Respondent management to reinstate him 
but the Respondent has not considered the case of the 
Petitioner though several other workmen were reinstated 
and re-employed by the management. The conciliation 
proceeding was moved in the year 2004 which ended in 
failure. Hence, the order of dismissal be set aside and 
Petitioner be reinstated. 

8. Respondent has filed counter statement stating 
therein that Petitioner who was unauthorized absentee 
has approached this tribunal is not entitled for relief 
because he has remained unauthorizedly absent for several 
months altogether which is a serious misconduct and his 
case is covered by the case of Hon’hie Supreme Court in 
'State of U.P. and others Ev Ashok Kumar Singh and 
Another' reported in 1996 (1) SCC 302. 

9. The workman was initially appointed as badli 
filler and continued as such, til! the date of his dismissal. 
Charge-sheet was issued to him for his absenteeism in the 
year 1997 and not for the year 1998. Though the Petitioner 


filed explanation stating therein that he remained absent 
due to sickness but did not produce any document in 
support of his sickness. 

10. A proper and fair enquiry was conducted, full 
and fair opportunity was afforded to the Petitioner who 
participated in the enquiry, principles of natural justice 
was observed during course of enquiry proceeding. The 
Petitioner examined himself before the Enquiry Officer. He 
stated that he was not regular in the year 1997 because 
under ground atmosphere was new to him. He frequently 
fell sick and took treatment in private hospital. He also 
pleaded guilty, did not produce any document in support 
of his sickness. 

11. The Enquiry Officer submitted report on the 
basis of evidence produced by the management and the 
examination of the workman, he found that the charges 
against the workman were proved. The proceedings were 
made known to the Petitioner. He never challenged the 
proceeding before the Enquiry Officer. 

12. The management has not committed any 
mistake because Petitioner has put in only 42 musters 
during the year 1995 and he put in 76 musters during the 
year 1998, as such, it can not be said that the punishment is 
disproportionate or shocking. There is no merit in the claim 
statement and Petitioner is not entitled for any relief. 

13. Parties were directed to file evidence. Petitioner 
has filed xerox copy of the charge-sheet and his explanation 
dated 10-2-98, xerox copy of enquiry report, xerox copy of 
enquiry proceeding, charge-sheet and dismissal order. 

14. Respondent has filed enquiry proceeding book 
containing charge-sheet, notice of enquiry to the workman, 
enquiry report consists of 4 pages and enquiry proceeding 
containing statement of management witnesses and charge- 
sheeted employee, enquiry report, punishment order. 

15. It will be relevant to mention here that the 
Petitioner through his claim statement has challenged the 
legality and validity of the domestic enquiry and 
departmental proceeding in so many paragraphs of the 
claim statement. However, on 26-9-2008 Petitioner’s 
counsel moved memo conceding the legality and validity 
of the domestic enquiry which was held to be legal and 
valid on the basis of the memo filed by the workman’s 
counsel and the matter was posted for arguments under 
Sec. 11A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

16. Both the parties has filed written arguments 
and they have also made oral submissions. Learned 
Counsel for the workman has argued and submitted in their 
written arguments that workman was issued with the charge- 
sheet dated 21 -3-98 wherein misconduct under company's 
Standing Orders No. 25.25 was given as follows : 

‘'Habitual late attendance or habitual absence from 
duty without sufficient cause.” 
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17. He has stated that on receipt of the said charge 
sheet the workman submitted his explanation dated 
19-8-98 and pleaded that he was not well. During course of 
enquiry also workman categorically pleaded that under 
ground atmosphere is new to him and “I frequently fell 
sick. I took treatment in private hospital as company 
hospital is far away. Now, I am adjusted and I have realized 
my mistake, I assure that I shall be regular to my duties in 
future.” This statement was mentioned in the report of the 
Enquiry Officer, but he has not considered the ground of 
absence of the Petitioner in his report in the proper 
prospective. He has further argued and has written in his 
written argument that having accepted the pleadings of 
the Petitioner, the Enquiry Officer has held, ‘the workman 
charged has not given sufficient cause for his absence 
from duty in the dates and period mentioned in the charge- 
sheet though he was given full and fair opportunity to 
defend his case in the enquiry.” He has further argued that 
once the Enquiry Officer has not doubted the sickness of 
the Petitioner workman his absence could not be treated as 
absence without sufficient cause and thus, the imposition 
of the punishment of dismissal is disproportionate. 

18. He has further argued that Disciplinary 
Authority has also not applied his mined to the facts of the 
workman’s case and he has also passed a mechanical order 
without application of the mind. Learned Counsel for the 
workman has further argued that the case of the L & T 
Komatsu Ltd. Vs. N. Uday Kumar is not applicable in the 
present case because in the case of L & T Komatsu Ltd. 
Vs. N. Uday Kumar there were 15 proved misconducts. If 
this court comes to a conclusion that the termination order 
is illegal then, the reinstatement can be ordered with or 
without back wages in view of the pronouncement made 
by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case law reported in 
(1999) 6 SCC 82 Ajaib Singh Vs. Sir Hind Co-operative 
Marketing, (2005) 12 SCC 141 i.e., Shahaji Vs. Executive 
Engineer, PWD. He has distinguished the caseof present 
workman with that of Ashok Kumar's case or Ashappa’s 
case relied upon by Respondent’s counsel and has pleaded 
that the dismissal order be quashed and Petitioner be 
reinstated with or without back wages. 

19. Learned Counsel for the Respondent has 
submitted through written submission that the Petitioner 
was habitual absentee. He was simply badli filler i.e., a 
substitute, he could have become eligible for regularization 
is coal filler in case he would have performed 190 days 
ittendance underground but he was simply a badli filler or 
iubstitute during the period of absence, he put in only 42 
nusters in 1997. From 1 -1 -98 to 31 -12-98 he put in only 76 
nusters though no charge-sheet was issued for the year 
I -1 -98 to 31 -12-98 but the absence of Petitioner even in the 
ear 1998 shown that he is a unwilling worker or he has not 
mproved his attendance even during the enquiry 
roceeding. This proves that Petitioner who was simply a 
adli filler was not willing to work underground. He himself 
as stated in his claim statement that the underground 
tmosphere is not conducive to him and that was the 


reason he fell sick and remained absent. Since Petitioner 
pleaded that he remained absent due to sickness it was his 
duty to apply for sick leave or any other type of leave 
during the period of his absence. The management 
witnesses were examined in the presence of Petitioner, he 
did not choose to cross examine those witnesrs. The 
workman himself has pleaded guilty as such the argument 
of the Learned Counsel for the workman that workman 
was sick and he took treatment from outyide medical agency 
is neither acceptable nor it will create reasonable and 
sufficient ground for absence of the Petitioner because the 
Petitioner has not produced any medical certificate or not 
or any material regarding his absence from the duty . 

20. He has further argued that the Petitioner was 
dismissed in the year 1999 but he raised the dispute in the 
year 2004 i.e., after 5 years after dismissal from the service 
and no reasonable ground has been made out by the 
workman for the condonation of delay. He has relied upon 
the case law reported in 'State of U.P. and others Vs. Ashok 
Kumar Singh and Another 7 reported in 1996 (1) SCC 302 
and 2006 (5) SCC page 737 i.e., Ashappa’s and 2008 (1) 
SCC 224 in the matter ofL&T Komatsu Ltd., Vs. No Uday 
Kumar and 2006 (13) SCC, in the matter of Government of 
India Vs. George Philip, wherein the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
has held that absence from the duty is not only an act of 
indiscipline but also subversive to the work culture in the 
organization. He has argued that misconduct of habitual 
absence can not be termed as misconduct of minor or 
technical character”. As held by Hon’ble Supreme Court 
of India in Ashappa’s case reported in 2006 (5) SCC 737. 

21. I have gone through the claim statement counter 
statement and documents placed by the parties and 
considered the argument of both the parties counsels 
This tribunal has to consider : 

(I) Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Mandaman i Division 
in dismissing the Sri Komaru Narayana, Coal filler from 
service w.e.f. 22-2-99 is legal and justified ? 

(II) If not, to what relief the workman is entitled ? 

22. Point (I) : In the present case the union has 
raised point that the management has illegally, arbitrarily 
and unjustifiably dismissed the badli filler, Sri Komaru 
Narayana from service though he explained before the 
management that he remained absent from duty due to his 
sickness. The management has categorically stated that 
though the workman has stated before the management 
that the workman was ill, he was new to the service, he was 
not used to underground work, he became sick. However, 
during course of enquiry, the proceeding book of which is 
before this tribunal, the Petitioner workman has stated that 
he is quite new to the job and underground atmosphere is 
new to him and he frequently fell sick and took treament in 
private hospital as company’s hospital is faraway. He has 
further pleaded that I plead guilty of the charges levelled 
against me and requested the management to excuse him 
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as his first mistake in the first year of his service. However, 
the management has stated that Petitioner did not work 
regularly even during the year 1998. He put in only 76 
musters in the year 1998 though no charge sheet has been 
issued to the Petitioner for that year, but workman has not 
denied through rejoinder claim that he was not absent in 
1998 though absence in the year 1998 can not be taken into 
consideration while imposing the punishment and even 
for this tribunal absence of the Petitioner in the year 1998 is 
not relevant. However, the Petitioner during course of 
enquiry or through his explanation did not identify to which 
disease he was suffering and what was the ailment to 
which he was suffering from Feburary, 1997 to December, 
1997 and why he put only 42 musters during the entire period. 
Being new to the job in no excuse. When the Petitioner 
choose to work as badli filler it was known to him that he 
has to work underground. Once he accepted the job it was 
the bounden duty of the Petitioner to put up prescribed 
musters during the period he was a badli filler for whom 190 
musters is compulsory. The Petitioner did not put in the 
prescribed number of musters during the year 1997 when 
he was simply a badli filler i.e., a substitute and not a regular 
employee. In that case it was the bounden duty of the 
Petitioner to remain regular to his duties. There is no merit 
in the argument of the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner 
that Petitioner has deposed before the Enquiry Officer that 
he was sick and he took treatment from the company,s 
private hospital and no cross examination was done by the 
Petitioner as such, the a verment made by the Petitioner 
before the Enquiry Officer must have been accepted by the 
Enquiry Officer as gospel truth. The Enquiry Officer has 
considered the statement or deposition made by the 
delinquent employee and has opined that the workman 
has not produced any evidence in support of his claim and 
his deposition given before the Enquiry Officer was not 
reasonable because he worked only 42 days in the year of 
his first appointment. He did not take care of informing the 
management about his absence from duty to report sick in 
the company’s hospital. Thus, it can not be said that the 
Enquiry Officer has not considered the deposition made 
by the delinquent employee and he did not comply to the 
statement given by the workman before the Enquiry Officer. 

23. The Enquiry' Officer has applied his mind to the 
fact of the absence of the Petitioner from the duty during 
first year of his service who did not avail the services of 
the company’s hospital, if he was sick he should have 
reported sick in the company’s hospital and should have 
taken treatment from company’s hospital, non-production 
of any medical certificate or medical prescription of any 
medical practioner and non-disclosure of name of 
thedisease goes to prove that the Petitioner has simply 
tried to cover his absence to be reasonable on the ground 
of false sickness to which he never suffered. Petitioner of 
this case has put in 42 musters during the year 1997, and 
has remained absent for remaining days of the year, he 
was simply a badli filler and not a regular employee, as 
such, the action of management to dismiss such substitute 


employee who did not care to attend to his duties regularly 
has not committed any illegality or unjustiiiability. 

24. The case law cited by Learned C ounsel lor the 
Petitioner workman is not applicable in the present ease, 
the Petitioner has remained absent for a long period, his 
absence from the duty is not only an act of indiscipline, 
but was subversive to the work culture in the organization. 
The absence of the Petitioner workman, badli tiller tor 
such a long period can not be treated lightly and it was a 
grave misconduct. The action of management is justifiable 
and legal. Point No. (I) is decided accordingly. 

25. Point No. (II) : From the discussion and 
conclusion of Point No. (I) this tribunal is of the opinion 
that Petitioner was simply a badli filler, he has not taken 
care to perform his duty regularly and seriously he was 
careless to his duties, as such, he does not deserve any 
sympathy and leniency, lie is not entitled to any relief. 
Point No. II is answered accordingly. 

26. Punishment imposed on the Petitioner workman 
is neither shocking to the conscience ofajudiciaI mind nor 
is disproportionate to the misconduct committed by him 
He deserves no sympathy and is not entitled for any relief 
The reference is answered accordingly. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Govvri. personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected and pronouned by me on tins 
the 23rd day of August, 2010. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses Examined for Witnesses Examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents Marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents Marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 4th October, 2010 

S.O. 2718.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No 6/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. I, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Chief Post Master General and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 4-10-2010. 

[No. L-40012/85/2006-1R (DU)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDIJSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Cast* No. 1. D. No. 6/2007 

Shri Dina Nath, C/o D. R. Sharma, C/o Khoti No. 1646, 
Sector-7-C, Chandigarh 

...Applicants 

Versus 

The Chief Post Master General, Pb Circle, Sandesh Bhawan, 
Sector-17, Chandigarh 

...Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : Shri Jagdeep Jaswal. 

For the Management: Shri Ravinder Pal Singh. 

AWARD 

Passed on 27-09-2010 

Government of India vide notification No. L-40012/ 
85 2006-1R (DU), dated 15-01 -2007 by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, (the Act 
in short) has referred the following Industrial Dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal 

"Whether the action of the management of Chief 
Post Master General, Punjab Circle in terminating 
the service of their workman Shri Dina Nath w.e.f. 

21 03-2006 is illegal and unjustified ? If not to what 
relief the workman is entitled to ?” 

After receiving the reference, parties were informed. 
Parties were appeared and filed their respective pleadings. 
The case of the workman in nut shell is that he was 
appointed as Mali on daily waged basis by Shri Shyam 
Sunder Sharma the then Superintendent, Post Office, 
Chandigarh on 13-06-2003. His wages were paid under the 
ACG forms 17. His services were terminated on 
21-03-2006. He has completed 240 days of work in the 


preceding year from the date of his termination. His services 
were terminated without notice or one month wages in lieu 
of notice and without payment of retrenchment 
compensation which makes his termination illegaj and 
void abinitio being against the provisions of the Act. The 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement with alt the 
benefits. 

The management appeared and opposed the claim 
of the workman by filing written statement. The contention 
of the management is that he was purely on temporary 
basis and has no right to any post. As he was not entitled 
for the post no notice or retrenchment compensation was 
required as per provisions of the Act. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity for 
adducing evidence. Oral evidence of both of the parties 
was recorded. Management has also filed the documentary 
evidence which is on record. There is no dispute on the 
issue that workman has completed 240 days of work in 
every calendar year including the year preceding to the 
date of his termination. There is also no dispute on the 
issue that no notice or one month wages in lieu of notice 
and retrenchment compensation was paid to the workman 
prior to the termination of his services. 

As per the mechanism adopted by this Tribunal the 
file was listed for conciliation proceedings in lok adalat. 
The management admitted that the termination was illegal 
and was ready for reinstatement of the workman on the 
same position from which he was terminated, meaning 
thereby, .at the time of termination workman was a daily 
waged worker and the management was ready to reinstate 
the services of the workman as daily waged worker. But 
the workman refused on the request that he must be given 
permanent post and refused the offer of reinstatement. 
Thus, compromise could not took place and the file was 
listed for evidence of the parties. In his cross-examination 
the workman has stated that there was no post advertised 
in the newspapers. He was engaged by Shri Shyam Sunder 
Sharma. He was having the qualification to the post of 
Mali. It was admitted that he was a casual daiiy waged 
worker at the time of his termination. 

Conciliation proceedings are the confidential 
proceedings. If conciliation fails the facts should not be 
disclosed. But there is exception to it. If the workman was 
offered what could be given by this tribunal, if his claim is 
allowed and the same is declined by the workman this not 
a confidential fact and the Tribunal may opt not to maintain 
the secrecy of this fact. T he workman during arguments 
has again slated that he must be appointed against the 
substantial post as regular Mali. The public appointments 
are made as per certain rules. Admittedly workman was 
appointed as daily waged worker, Mali and for regular 
appointment he has also to appear before the authority as 
per the rules. He has to applied for the post and has to 
undergo the same procedure as a non-daily wager would 
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have been. If there is any policy for regularization of daily 
waged worker that policy has to be complied with by the 
department. It is not the case of the workman that policy 
regarding the regularization of the causal worker has been 
violated by the management. Just on the fact that workman 
has completed 240 days of work in the preceding year from 
the date of his termination the workman can not be 
considered to be the permanent employee (Mali) as a daily 
waged worker has no right to post. 

Moreover, the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act 
protect the right of every workman for reinstatement of the 
workman on the same position from which he was 
terminated.The provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act 
does not confer any jurisdiction on the Tribunal to make 
appointment to public post. If the claim of the workman is 
considered and allowed as such, he will be entitled for 
reinstatement on the post from which he was terminated. 
The management of Post Office was ready to reinstate the 
workman on the same position but workman refused. It is a 
strange circumstance to prove that workman is gainfully 
employed and he does not require to serve the management 
on daily wages. It is also the circumstances to prove that 
workman was betterly placed then a daily waged worker 
and he only intend to done the job in the Post Office as 
permanent employee which is not possible under the law . 
Thus, no doubt, the management of Post Office was and is 
ready to take workman back as a causal worker on the post 
he was working before the termination but in my view the 
workman is gainfully emplyoed. He is not ready to join the 
post as daily waged worker. In my view he is not entitled 
for any relief being law fully employed. The claim of the 
workman accordingly dismissed on account of the 
workman being gainfully employed. Let Central Government 
be approached for publication of award, and thereafter, 
file be consigned to record room. 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
4 sregsrc, 2010 
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Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 61 /2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexurc in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Doordarshan Relay Centre and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 04-10-2010. 

[No. L-42012/72/2009-1R (DU)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI CYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case I. D. No. 61/2009 

Shri Roshan Lai, S/o Shri Umrao, R/o Street No. 9-B. Radha 
Swami Colony, Fazilka. 

... .Applicants 

Versus 

TheAssistant Engineer, High Power Transmcter, 
Doordarshan Relay Centre, Fazilka. 

...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman : Shri Yogesh Kumar Aneja. 

For the Management: Shri Dinesh Kumar Jangra 

AWARD 

Passed on 27-09-2010 

The Government of India vide notification No. T- 
42012/72/2009-1R (DU), dated 08-01-2010 by exercising its 
powers under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
(the Act in short) has referred the following Industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal :- 

“ Whether the action of the management of Assistant 
Engineer, High Power Transmeter, Doordarshan 
Relay Centre, Fazilka in terminating the services of 
Shri Roshan Lai, we.f. 18-01-2005 is legal and justified ? 
If not to what relief the workman is entitled to ?' 

After receiving the reference, parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. On 
perusal of the pleadings of the parties the case of the 
workman in nut shell is that he has continuously worked 
with the management. He was appointed as Sewudaar on 
27/28-02-1999 on the salary of Rs. 1,450 per month he had 
worked up to 28-01 -2005 continuously and had completed 
240 days of work in the preceding year from the date of his 
termination. The services of the workman had been illegally 
and unlawfully terminated on 18-05-2005 without any notice. 
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one month wages in lieu of notice and without payment of 
any retrenchment compensation. Another person was 
engaged at his place after his termination against the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. 

Management appeared and opposed the claim of the 
workman by filing written statement. Most of the facts 
narrated by the workman have been admitted that workman 
had worked continuously and had completed 240 days of 
work in the preceding year from the date of his termination. 

Evidence of Both of the parties was recorded. The 
management was directed to file the entire records. In 
compliance of the order passed by this Tribunal entire 
records relating to workman has been filed. The 
management has also filed the circular order which was 
passed on the directions of Hon’ble the Apex Court 
regarding the conferring the temporary status to all the 
casual workers. It is alleged by the management that the 
circular letter no. 28/58/2002-S-II, dated July 26-06-2002 
which is Ex. M2 in the file is not applicable in the case 
because the workman has not worked for the period 
mentioned in the circular letter 

I have heard the parties at length and perused the 
entire materials on record. On perusal of the record and on 
the cumulative effect of the oral and documentary evidence, 

1 am of the view that workman had interm intently worked 
with the management. He has not continuously worked 
and had not completed 240 days of work in any of the 
calendar year. From the detailed list filed by the management 
which is exhibit M/A, filed in the Tribunal on 09-09-2010, it 
is evidently clear that the different workmen were engaged 
on different period on temporary basis. The same nature of 
work was carried on by different persons in rotation. I am 
unable to understand what had been the intention of the 
management to take the same and similar nature of work 
from the set of 4/5 workmen in rotation. From this list exhibit 
M/A. it is clear that work was continuously available and 
the same was discharged by 4/5 persons in rotation. The 
workman was disengaged after a particular period such as 
after March, 2000 and April 2000. He worked with the 
management from March 2001 to August 2001, and for rest 
of the period different persons were engaged for the similar 
nature of work. Again in September, 2001 Shri Rohan Kumar 
engaged for the Similar nature of work on the similar terms 
and conditions to discharge the same work. Thereafter, 
from October, 2001 to January 2002 other person was 
engaged for the same nature of work and on the same 
terms and conditions. Again in February 2002 the workman 
was engaged but in March 2002 another person Bahari Lai 
was engaged for similar nature of work on the same terms 
and conditions. In the year 2002 the workman was engaged 
four times . In February 2000 April 2000, August 2000 and 
December 2000 and in between other persons were engaged 


in rotation.lt is the violation of the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. It is also the unlawful labour 
practice because the same was done to prevent the 
workman to complete 240 days of work in any of the calendar 
year, so that any of the workman who had worked in rotation 
could not claim any vested right under the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 

Surprisingly, the management which is a Government 
Corporation is supposed to be very sensitized for the rights 
of the workers, has done so in violation of the rights of the 
workman. If the similar nature of work is available appointing 
the person for two months then give the chance to another 
person without any cause and reason is unlawful labour 
practice. If the work is continuoulsy available and there 
had been no problem with the work and conduct of the 
workman what tempted the management to terminate his 
services and give the chance to another person is not clear 
from the evidence. Moreover, the witness of the 
management has agreed that other persons were engaged 
after the termination of the services of workman for similar 
nature of work. Accordingly, the act of the management 
is unlawful labour practice and termination of the workman 
is against the provisions of the Industrial Dispute Act. 

The management has also contended that workman 
is not entitled for the benefit of the circular letter mentioned 
above. I have gone through the circular letter.The workman 
had not worked during the period mentioned in the circular 
letter. But conferring the temporary status and 
regularization of the services are different matters and 
issues then the protection of right of the workman from 
illegal termination. Conferring the temporary status and 
regularization of the services of the workman are such 
issues which are within the domain of the management. It 
is not the case of the workman that his right regarding the 
conferring temporary status or regularization of the services 
has been violated. So, conferring temporary status and 
regularization of the services is not in issues before this 
tribunal. The issue before this Tribunal is the legality of 
the termination of the services of the workman as per the 
provisions of the Act. 

No doubt, the workman had not completed 240 days 
in any of the calendar year because the management has 
deliberately restrained him by observing unlawful labour 
practice, but as after the termination of his services other 
persons were engaged, workman has right to reinstate on 
the same’position on which he was working before his 
termination. Accordingly, the management is directed to 
reinstate the services of the workman on the same position 
subject to enhanced rates on which he was working prior 
to his termination. Considering the facts and circumstances 
of the case, the workman will not be entitled for the back 
wages. Let Central Government be approached for 
publication of award, and thereafter, file be consigned to 
record room. 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 4th October, 2010 

S.O. 2720.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 1355/ 
2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court-1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the Management of Superintendent of Post Offices and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 4-10-2010. 

[ No, L40012/49/2007-IR (DU) ] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case I.D. No. 1355/2008 

Shri Shiwinder Singh S/o Shri Hakam C/o Shri R.K. Singh 
Parmar, L-211 Brari, PO. Partap Nagar, Nangal Dam, Ropar. 

...Applicant 

Versus 

The Superintendent of Post Offices, Deptt. of Posts, 
Faridkot Division, Faridkot 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman: Workman in person 

For the Management: Shri Makhan Singh 

AWARD 

Passed on: 27-9-10 

Government of India vide Notification No. L-40012/ 
49/2007-IR (DU), dated 18-01 -2008 by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, (the Act in 
short) has referred the following industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal ;- 
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"Whether the action of the management of Senior 
Superintendent of Post Offices.Faridkot, in 
terminating the services of their workman 
Shri Shiwinder Singh w.e.f. 02-08-2000 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman entitled 
to?" 

After receiving the reference parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings . The 
case of the workman in nut shell is that he w as appointed 
by the management of postal department on 27-10-1999 as 
EDR, Village Barawali, Tehsil and District Mukatsar. liis 
services were terminated without notice or one month 
wages in lieu of notice and without payment of 
retrenchement compensation on 01-08-2002. Even no 
reasons were disclosed for terminating his services, Me 
has completed 240 days of work in the preceding year from 
the date of his termination. Numbers of persons were 
engaged r J the posts art king vacant but no heed was 
given to his request His terminal ton ?s void being against 
the provisions of the Act. On the ba ,L of the above facts 
the workman has prayed for an ordc 4 this Tribunal 
declaring the termination order void anc olegal and for a 
consequential order reinstating him im services with 
consequential benefits. 

Management appeared and opposed the claim of the 
workman by filing written statement, it is contended by 
the management that workman was engaged twice on 
different posts as substitute from 28-10-1999 to 15-04-2000, 
he has worked as substitute of Shri Naib Singh, Shri Naib 
Singh was put off his duty during this period and at his 
place workman was engaged. Reinstating Naib Singh, 
workman was relieved on 20-04-2010. Again because of 
the sad demise of Shri Mohan Singh EDR, the workman 
was appointed as EDR, purely on temporally basis as 
substitute. The wife of deceased Mohan Singh, Smt. Bimla 
Devi was appointed on compensatory grounds at the place 
of deceased Mohan Singh, so the workman was again 
relieved from the services on 01-08-2000. It is also 
contended by the management that workman has 
absolutely work as substitute on both of the occasinos. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity for 
adducing evidence. The workman filed his affidavit and he 
was cross-examined in camp court at Fcrozepur. On behalf 
of the management one Shri Makhan Singh S/o Shri Kartar 
Singh, Superintendent, Faridkot filed his affidavit and was 
cross-examined by workman himself. The management has 
also filed both of the appointment letters given to the 
workman. During the cross-examination the workman has 
admitted that he was engaged twice but he has denied 
that he has worked as substitute. Regarding Smt. Bimla. 
the workman has admitted that Smt. Bimla was appointed 
on compensatory grounds at the place of his deceased 
husband Shri Mohan Lai. 
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I have heard the parties at length and perused the 
entire materials on record. On perusal of the entite 
materials on record. I am of the view that on both of the 
occasions the workman was appointed as substitute. His 
appointment was in exigency of work for which he was 
paid by the department. The rules relating to the 
appointment cannot be bye passed. On perusal of the 
materials on record, it is also clear that workman was 
appointed as substitute on both of the occasions. His 
appointment was different, of different status and on 
different posts. 

Both of the appointments were not continuous and 
are different then the temporary appointment. 
Independently the workman has not worked 240 days in 
any of the posting and place. If it is considered that 
workman had completed 240 days even though no right 
accrue to him becaues, as stated earlier, public appointment 
have to be made as per the rules of the department and the 
same cannot be compromised. If such substitute 
appointment is considered to be regular appointment, it 
will open the new channel of appointment to the 
management. It is not permissible under the law. 
Accordingly, I am of the view that on both of the occasions 
Shri Shiwinder Singh was appointed as substitute. On 
previous occasion as soon as Shri Naib Singh joins the 
services were automatically terminated and rightly relived 
from the services. 

Likewise, on second occasion as soon as Smt. Bimla 
Devi wife of deceased Shri Mohan Singh was appointed 
and joined on compensatory grounds, the workman was 
rightly relieved on 01 -08-2010. As he was appointed on the 
vacant post vacated because of the said demise of 
Shri Mohan Lai no right to post of the workman accrue. 
Accordingly, the workman is not entitled for any relief. 
The reference is answered accordingly. Let Central 
Government be approached for publication of award, and 
thereafter, file be consigned to record room. 

G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
5 37^T,2010 
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New Delhi, the 5th October, 2010 

S.O. 2721. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 6/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-1, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the Management of Indian Overseas Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 4-10-2010. 

[No.H2012/179/04-IR(B-II) | 
PUSHPENDER KUMAR. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER,CENTRAL GOV ERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case I.D. No. 6/2005 

Shri Hakam S/o Shri Jagga, VPPO Baddowal, Ludhiana 
(Punjab), 

...Applicant 

Versus 

The Chief Regional Manager, Indian Overseas Bank, 
Regional Office,Fountain Chowk, Ludhiana-141001 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman : Shri Chander Kumar Jha 

For the Management: Shri R.K. Chopra 

AWARD 

Passed on : 17-8-10 

Government of India vide Notification No. L-12012 
179/2004-lR(B-!l), dated 27-12*2004 by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, (the Act in 
short) has referred the following industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal :- 

“Whether it is a fact that Shri Hakam S/o Shri Jagga 
was engaged by the management of Indian Overseas 
Bank to Perform the duties of sweeper during the 
period from 01-10-1992 to 18-03-2004. If so, whether 
the action of the management in terminating the 
services of Shri Hakam w.e.f. 19-03-2004 is just and 
legal and what relief the workman entitled to?” 

The plain reading of reference referred by the Central 
Government makes it clear that this Tribunal has to answer 
whether the workman was engaged and has performed his 
duties during the period w.e. f. 01 -10* 1992 to 18*03-2004? 
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The second part of the reference is whether the action of 
the management in terminating the services of Shri Hakam, 
the workman w.e. f. 19-03-2000 is just and legal? 

After receiving the referene parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. The 
workman has contended in its statement of claim that he 
has worked as sw'eeper with the management from 
01-10-1992 to 18-03-2004. He was getting Rs, 1,200 per 
month. His services were terminated on 19-02-2004 without 
notice or one month wages in lieu of notice and without 
payment of lawful terminal dues. Juniors to the workman in 
the same category were retained in the services. He has 
completed 240 days of work in the preceding year from the 
date of his termination. Workman has prayed to declare is 
termination illegal being against the provisions of the Act 
and lias requested for the order of his reinstatement into 
the services along with consequential benefits. 

Management apprearcd and contested the claim of 
the workman by filing written statement. The management 
denied the contention of the workman discharging 
functions for 1 ! and half years and claimed that he has 
worked only for 63 days from 17-03-2003 to 18-03-2004. It 
is also denied by the management that he was paid wages 
as claimed.in evidence the management has admitted that 
the w orkman has worked from the year 2002 and not before. 
It is further contended by the management that services of 
the workman were not terminated but he has not reported 
for the duties on 20-03-2004. It is further more contended 
by the management that workman was temporarily engaged 
on causal basis. He was engaged itermitcntly having no 
right to post. He has not completed 240 days of work in the 
preceding year from the date of his termination, hence,no 
notice or one month wages in lieu of notice and terminal 
dues were required to be paid. 

Parties were afforded the opportunity for adducing 
evidence. Workman filed his affidavit and was cross- 
examined in detail by the learned counsel for the 
management on two occasions. 

Shri Amarjecl Singh, Senior Manager, Indian 
Overseas Bank filed his affidavit and lie was cross-examined 
by the learned counsel for the workman. Documentary 
evidence has been filed by both of the parties. Parties were 
beared at length. In arguments the management has 
contended that workman was not engaged against any 
sanction post. He has no right for any post. His services 
were regularized. Before discussing the other contentions 
and issues raised by the management, it w ill be proper to 
clarify that these two categories of the workman are 
absolutely different The person appointed purely on casual 
basis and another category of the persons appointed 
against the substantial post as per the rules of the 
department. It is true that causal worker has no right to 
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post but 1 am not inc lined to accept the contention of the 
management that rights of a causal worker are not 
protected under the provisions of the Act. The provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act protects the interest of every 
workman including the causal workers. The important 
interest and rights w hich are protected under the Industrial 
Disputes Act are protection against the illegal termination 
and protection for right to work on priority of retrenches. 
Moreover , the policy of first come last go has also to be 
adopted. Thus, the workman being a causal worker was 
entitled for the protection of the provisions of the Act 
subject to the limitations imposed by the Act itself. If the 
workman is able to prove that he has completed 240 days 
of work in the preceding year from the date of his 
temiination, his right to continue with the work is protected 
by the Act unless not termination as per the provisions of 
the Act. The provisions of the Act does not bar the 
termination of a causal worker but regulates it. The 
termination is regulated in the sense that if the services of 
a casual worker are no more required, his services can be 
terminated by issuing one month notice or by payment of 
one month wage in lieu of notice and by payment of lawful 
temiinal dues. If it is not done, the termination of a causal 
worker shall be illegal being again! the provisions of the 
Act. 

The management has also tried to link the right of 
the protection of work as per the provisions of the Act 
with the regularization of the services of the workman. 
Regularization of the services of a causal worker is a 
prerogative of the management. That has to be done as per 
the provisions of the Act and as per the rules. The issue 
before this Tribunal is not the regularization of the services 
of the workman but regarding his illegal termination and 
his tenure of work. The workman has claimed to work with 
the management from 01-10- 1992 to 18-03-2004, whereas, 
the management has admitted in pleadings and evidence 
that workman has only worked from 2001-to 2004. It is 
contended by the management that during the year 2001 
workman has worked only for 69 days, in the year 2002 lie 
has only worked for 221 days in 2003 he lias worked only 
63 days and in Jan. & Feb. 2004 he has worked only for 38 
days. The workman has filed copies of the certain letters 
which are the interdepartmental correspondence of the 
management. Exhibit W 3 is the letter written to Assistant 
General Manager by the Manager of the Branch on 09-06- 
1995 requesting to the Assistant General Manager lor the 
recruitment of Mr. Hakatn already working as sweeper on 
daily wages for the last 3 years. In this letter it is admitted 
by the management that Shri llakani who is the son of 
employee of the same branch Smt. Bitlo is working in the 
branch as sweeper on daily wages from last 3 years. During 
the complete cross-examination there is no explanation of 
this letter rather than is custody is challenged. At this 
stage this Tribunal cannot sec from whose custody this 
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letter has filed. The Tribunal has to consider the 
genuinencess of the contents of this letter which is not 
denied and disputed. Likewise there are another letters 
dated 30-01-2002,05-11-2002 and 17-12-2003 regarding the 
work and conduct of the workman and for his regular 
appointment in the branch. This Tribunal has no concern 
what steps were taken by the management for regular 
appointment of the workman but it has to determined 
whether the workman was working from 1992 or from 2001 
as claimed Exhibit W8 is the copy of the statement of 
account of Shri Hakam which shows that he opened the 
account on 01-01-1993 and it run up to 12-02-2003. Exhibit 
W9 is a letter dated 12-07-1995 which also contains the 
name of Shri Hakam who is working as a temporary sweeper 
in the branch Boddhwal. There is another letter dated 
01 -05-1998 exhibit W10 which specifically mentioned that 
Shri Hakam is working as temporary sweeper since 1992. 
There is another letter dated 21-01-2004 regarding the 
recruitment of sweeper Hakam, the letter is Exhibited W11. 
This correspondence and the letter written by one officer 
to another absolutely proved that Mr. Hakam was working 
as temporary sweeper from 1992. One of the letter issued 
by senior manager is as follows: 

“We refer to various letters written by branch to 
recruit Mr. Hakam as part-time sweeper in the bank 
who has been performing the duties of sweeper since 
01-10-1992 as daily wages. He is a very sincere and 
hard worker and is a very good help in recovery of 
loan accounts. Our NPA level could be brought to 
nearly NIL only because of his help. There is no 
permanent sweeper in the branch and branch is 
satisfied with his work. So we once again request for 
taking him on permanent basis as sweeper.’* 

The entries in the saving bank account also prove 
his contention that he was working with the bank as 
sweeper from 1992. The fact of payment of bonus also 
proves and corroborates his contention. Thus, there is no 
doubt on the issue that Mr. Hakam was working as 
temporary sweeper from 1992 and the management has 
wrongly and falsely alleged that Hakam was working from 
2001 . 

There has been one more contention of the 
management that Hakam was working on contract and he 
was paid contractual wages of rent of the generator. It is 
unlawful labour practice adopted by the bank that a 
temporary sweeper lawful engaged by the management 
has been paid wages in the name of rent of the generator. 
The management has failed to prove that Hakam, the 
workman, has been supplied by any contractor for the 
generator on rent to the management or his services 
regarding the generator were taken on rent. Thus, it was a 
paper arrangement made by the management to prevent 
the workman for exercising lawful rights accrue under the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 


The management has claimed that workman has 
worked from 2001. The management has also filed vouchers 
w.e.f. March, 2001. In this regard, it is important to mention 
that both of the parties are at different footing. There is a 
disparity in socio-ecomomic conditions of the workman 
and the management. Management is always on strong 
footing. All the original documents were and are King in 
the custody of the management and the management is at 
liberty to file those documents which favours his case. 
The duty' of this Tribunal is to bring out grains from chef 
meaning thereby, from limited eveidence provided by the 
workman it has to be seen whether the management is 
misusing his position of domination further and to do justice 
accordingly? 

From the above discussion, it is evidently clear that 
all the departmental correspondence were in the custody 
of the management. The witness who was cross-examined 
on behalf of the management. Shri Amarjeet Singh, has 
deposed on the basis of the documents and records. There 
is not an iota of ev idence on record that the departmental 
correspondence filed by the workman are forged and 
fabricated. Meaning thereby, this fact was in the notice 
and knowledge of the management that workman has 
worked w .e.f. 1992. The documents of the management 
filed by the workman proves this contention beyond doubt. 
The management has taken vague pleas in its written 
statement and thereafter, has deposed falsely on oath. 
Thus, the witness of the management who deposed on 
oath in open court is also guilty of adducing false 
eveidence. The management is undoubtedly a Government 
undertaking. Recently,Central Government, Ministry of 
Law and Justice has unveiled a new policy to cut down on 
Government litigating. The policy states that Government 
must cease to be a compulsive litigant. Hie new litigation 
policy enjoins on those organization to think twice before 
resorting to litigating. The policy statement makes it clear 
that litigation not to be resorted lor the sake of litigating 
and that false pleas and technical points will not be taken. 
The policy requires the Government to put place correct 
and relevant information's/facts. Nothing should be 
suppressed or attempt made to mislead the Court orTribunai. 
The policy also speaks much about the litigation relating 
to the service matters. 

In this case knowing it well that the departmental 
correspondence relating to the workman Hakam makes it 
clear that he was work ing as temporary sweeper w.e.f. 1992. 
the management has taken a false plea deliberately it) 
mislead the Court and to frustrate the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act regarding the tenure of the 
workman. The management has tried to get its written 
statement amended and amended written statement file to 
reiterate the position that workman has only worked from 
2001 to 2004, whereas, the documents of the management 
which are under custody of the management in natural 
course proves that workman was working w.e.f. 1992. 
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It is true that the Centra) Government, Ministry of 
Law and justice has unveiled the policy recently and one 
may consider it that this also may not have retrospective 
operation. Apart from this no license is given to any 
Government organization to raised the false pleas and 
adduced false evidence. The witness of the management 
Shir Amarjeet Singh has adduced on oath that workman 
has only worked from 2001 to 2004. He has also deposed 
on oath in open court that he is deposing on the basis of 
the records. The record which has been filed by the 
workman naturally lies in the custody of the management 
and there is no hesitation of this Tribunal to hold the 
witness has also the knowledge and notice of the 
documents tiled and relied upon by the workman which are 
in the custody of the management Sub-section 3 of 
Section 11 of the Industrial Disputes Act provides that 
every Labour Court or Tribunal shall have the same powers 
as are vested in a Civil Court under the Code of Civil 
procedure, 1908. When trying a suit in respect of the 
following matters namely: - 

(a) Enforcing the attendance of any person and 

examining him on oath. 

(b) Compelling to produce all the documents; 

(c) Issuing summons for the cross-examination of the 

witness; 

In respect of such other matters as may be prescribed 
and every enquiry or inspection by a Board, Court, Labour 
Court or Tribunal shall be deemed to a judicial proceeding 
within the meaning of Section 193 and 228 of the Indian 
Penal Code (45 of 1860). Meaning thereby every procedure 
before this Tribunal is a judicial proceeding and the 
Presiding Officer while functioning under the provisions 
of this Act has jurisdiction of a Civil Court relating to the 
matters mentioned in Sub-section 3 of Section 11 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. Recording of evidence is such an 
issue that this Tribunal has got the jurisdiction of a Civil 
Court mentioned in the Code of Civil Procedure and such 
proceedings arc judicail proceedings. 

Now, the question arise where the management 
deliberately tried to mislead the Tribunal to defraud with 
the Tribunal by concealing certain material facts and the 
witness of the management deliberately on oath gives false 
evidence, this Tribunal should kept mum and watch the 
proceedings helplessly or this Tribunal is empowered to 
lake action according to Law against the officers who are 
responsible for misleading the Court and for adducing 
false evidence. As slated earlier, that the proceedings 
before this Tribunal are judicial proceedings and this 
Tribunal is having jurisdiction of a Civi Court while dealing 
with the case while recording evidence. The Civil Court 
has got power to take action against any person who 
deposed falsely on oath. In the present era where the 
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Government of India and the system of judicial adminitration 
is trying to overcome w ith the problem of back log of the 
case such instance for defrauding and misleading the Court 
and give false evidence should not be tolerated and action 
according to law must be taken against the erroring officers. 

There is a provision in the Industrial Disputes Act 
that the award is not be public before publication of the 
same by the Cental Government. Accordingly, action 
against the officers who has filed the written statement for 
misleading the Court and against Shri Amarjeet Singh who 
has given false evidence before this Tribunal shall be 
taken after the publication of the award. 

The first part of reference has been answered by this 
Tribunal above that workman was working witht the 
management w.e.f. 1992 and not w.e.f. 2001 as claimed by 
the management. 

Now, the question arises whether the workman has 
completed 240 days of work in the preceding year from the 
date of his termination. If the statement of the management 
witness is relied upon and the documents which have been 
filed by the management are considered the workman has 
completed 240 days in the preceding year from the date of 
his termination. Admittedly no notice or one month wages 
in lieu of notice and lawful terminal dues were paid to the 
workman before his termination which makes the 
termination of the workman illegal and void being against 
the provisions of the Act. Considering the conduct of the 
management and the settled principle of service 
jurisprudence that priority should be given for 
reinstatement of the workman into the service on the same 
position on which he was earlier working. 1 am of the view 
that reinstatement of the workman with full back wages is 
the remedy to be awarded to the workman. The reasons for 
reinstatement with back wages have been elaborately 
disclosed in the body of the award. Thus this reference is 
answered that workman was working w.e.f. from 1992 with 
the management as causal sweeper (paid daily wages). His 
termination was bad in law and illegal. He is entitled for 
reinstatement the services with full back wages. The 
management is accordingly directed to reinstatement into 
the services of the workman and paid the entire back wages 
within one month from the date of publication of the award. 

As discussed in the body of the award lawful action 
under the relevant provisions of the Law shall be taken 
against the officers who have mislead this Tribunal by 
tiling false written statement and against the person, who 
has deposed falsely on oath before this Tribunal after 
publication of the award. Let Central Government be 
approached for publication of award and thereafter file be 
place before me for taking lawful faction against the errini 
officers as disclosed in the body of Award. 

G . K. SMARM A, Presiding Office 
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New Delhi, the 5th October, 2010 

S.O. 2722. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award 
(Ref. No. 305/2004) of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court-I, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute 
between the employees in relation to the Management 
of Central Bank of India and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 4-10-2010. 

[ No. L-l 2012/152/04-IR (B-II) ] 

PUSHPENDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRI BUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case I. D. No. 305/2004 

Shri Dayal Singh S/o Shri Mewa Singh R/o No. 239, C/o 
Balaje Kariyana Store, Village Kajheri, P.O. Badheri (U.T.), 
Chandigarh. 

...Applicant 

Versus 

The Zonal Manager,Central Bank of India, Zonal Office, 
Bank Square, Sector-17-B Chandigarh. 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman : Shri Vijay Kumar Mangla 

For the Management: Shri N. K. Zakhmi 

AWARD 

Passed on20-9-2010 

Government of India vide notifiction no. L-1201 21 
152/2004-IR(B-II), dated 09-11-2004 by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, (the Act in 
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short) has referred the following industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal :— 

“Whether the action of the management of Central 
Bank of India, Chandigarh in terminating the services 
of Shri Dayal Singh, Ex-Peon-cum-Driver w.e.f. 
24-10-2004 even without complying with the 
provisions of Sections 25-F, G & H of the ID Act, 
1947 is just and legal? If not, what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

After receiving the reference, parties were informed. 
Parties appeared and filed their respective pleadings. The 
case of the workman in nut shell is that he was employed 
as Driver-cum-peon in the Central Bank of India SCO 
No. 58-59, Bank Square,Sector-17, Chandigarh since 
December 1991. He was employed on the assurances that 
on completion of 3 years his services will be regularized 
and he would be absorbed in the bank services on the post 
of Driver-cum-Peon as per the instructions issued by the 
Central Bank of India to all Zonal Offices dated 
22-06-1998. He has worked as Driver with the bank with 
number of Chief Managers, Deputy General Managers 
and Additional Deputy General Manager's. There was 
no compliant against his work. The cheque for the wages 
of the workman were issued in the name of the Officer 
concern and the same were paid to the workman. After 
completion of 3 years, the workman requested the 
management to regularize his services. He also filed a civil 
writ petition before High Court of Punjab and Haryana 
and the High Court was kind enough to dispose of the 
petition with direction to pass a speaking order on the 
legal notice given by the workman to the management. 
Thereafter, the services of the workman were terminated 
on 23-10-2002. The termination order was further 
challenged before Hon’ble Court in the civil writ petition 
and the same was disposed off with the liberty to move 
the appropriate Forum for redressal of his gri vances. The 
workman raised the industrial dispute and on failure of 
cociliation report, this reference. 

On the basis of the above facts, the workman has 
prayed for setting aside the termination order and for a 
consequential order reinstating him into the services with 
all the consequential benefits. 

The management of the bank appeared and opposed 
the claim by filing written statement. The employer and 
employee relationship between the management and the 
respondent bank were challenged stating that there had 
been no master servant relationship between the workman 
and the management. It was contended that as per the 
policy of the bank senior officers of the bank can engage 
any person as the personal driver and the payment made 
to the personal driver was reimbursed by the bank to the 
officers. 
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Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity 
for adducing evidence. Oral evidence was recorded, 
whereas, documentary evidence was filed by the 
management. 

I have perused the entire materials on record. 1 have 
also heard the parties at length. The main issue before this 
Tribunal for adjudication is whether there had been the 
master-servant relationship between the workman and the 
management ofthe bank? The certificate issues and signed 
by the officers of the bank with whom the workman has 
claimed to work shows the workman as personal driver of 
the officers. Exhibit 12 A also proves that workman was 
driving the vehicle of bank officials as personal driver 
and not as a driver appointed by the management of the 
bank. The workman has failed to prove that he was issued 
any appointment letter by the management. It was stated 
by the workman that he was interviewed by the security 
officer. Security officer in no case is the appointing 
authority to Driver-cum-Peon. It is admitted by the 
workman that no appointment letter was issued to him. 
The workman has also admitted the contents of Exhibit 
W3 to W7 issued by the different AGM’s of the bank. 
Regarding the payment of wages, it is also established 
that payment was made good by the concern bank officer 
and the same was reimbursed to the officer by the bank. 
Thus, neither the workman was engaged by the 
management of the bank nor paid wages by the 
management. He was not at alt under the administrative 
control of the management of the bank. 

As contended by the management of the bank that 
there is a scheme in the bank authorized certain categories 
of the officers to appoint personal driver for driving the 
vehicle provided by the bank. Certificate issued by the 
concern officers also proves it that workman was a personal 
driver of the officer and was not appointed by the bank. It 
is the settled law of service jurisprudence that personal 
driver appointed by the officer of the bank is not the 
employee of the bank. Thus, on the basis of the above 
discussion. I am of the view that there had been no 
employer-employee relationship between the management 
of the bank and the workman. Workman was a personal 
driver of the officer as per the policy of the bank. The 
policy permitting and allowing the officers ofthe bank to 
appoint the personal driver is not and cannot be subject 
matter of discussion before this Tribunal. Accordingly, 
workman is not entitled for any relief. The reference is 
accordingly answered. Let Central Government be 
approached for publication of award, and thereafter, file 
be consigned to record room. ^ 

G K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 8th October. 2010 

S.O. 2723, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 7 2k9) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-eum-l .about 
Court No.-2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the Manageineni of 1 quin 
Breeding Stud and their workmen, received b\ the 
Central Government on 8-10-2010. 

[ No. 1^42012/267'2001-1R (CM-II) | 

D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO. Desk Otlkvr 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT: Sri A.K. RASTOG1, Presiding Officer 
Case No. 1.1). 7/2K9 
Registered on 10-08-2009 

Shri Kristian Murari C/o the President, Distt. Agriculture 
Workers Union, Gali No. 9, House No. 371, Jawahar 
Nagar, Hissar 

...Applicant 

Versus 

The Commandant, Equin Breeding Stud, Hissar 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : ShriN.S.Chaudhary, Advocate 

For the Management: Shri K.K. Thakur, Advocate. 

AWARD 

Passed on 27th September, 2010 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-42012 
267/2001-IR(CM-II) Dated 24-06-2009, by exercising its 
powers under Section 10 sub-section (1) sub-section 2(A) 
Clause (d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred 
the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Commandant, Equin Breeding Stud, Hissar. in 
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terminating the services of their workman 
Shri Krishan Murari, w.e.f 1-08-1999 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to ?” 

The workman has raised an industrial dispute stating 
that he was duly selected and appointed as Beidar in the 
farm. He was being paid Rs. 117 per day by giving him 
temporary status, while he was entitled to Rs. 132 daily on 
the basis of regular employee of Group 4 D’ service. Several 
workmen through the Union had submitted a Demand 
Notice to the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Faridabad, which annoyed the respondent and the latter, 
terminated the services of all the workers. They were not 
paid salary for the working days of July, 1999 and were 
denied work w.e.f. I-08-1999 in violation of Section 25F, 
25G, 25H, 25N and also 33(c) of the Act. Subsequently, 
respondent has taken back 37 workmen out of 47 who had 
filed demand Notices but workman was not taken into the 
service. The workman has claimed his reinstatement with 
continuity of service with full back wages. 


ID No, 7/2K9 Krishan Murari V/s. The Commandant 
E.B.S. Hissar 

The workman Krishan Murari along with his A/R 
Sh. Nihal Singh Choudary and Management Represented 
by Brigadier Sh. Jagvinder Singh along with A/R Sh K.K, 
Thakur has settled the matter in the following terms: 

1. That the workman on the condition of apologizing 
to the Commandant will be reinstated in the service without 
any back wages but protection of seniority on the same 
terms and conditions as were applicable at the time of 
removal of workman will be available to the workman. 

2. The workman will maintain the discipline in the 
Establishment and will not create any problem for the 
management. 

3. The Reference be settled in the terms of the above 
settlement. 

Signed and verified by 
the parties before me 

SdA 


The respondent did not file the reply and there 
appeared a prospect of settlement. The decision taking 
authority of the respondent, however, could not attend 
the Lok Adalat on 25-08-2010 so the matter was fixed for 
settlement on 29-09-2010. 

On the date fixed the parties reached a settlement 
and filed a signed and duly verified Memo of Settlement 
(copy annexed). As per settlement, the workman on the 
condition of apologizing to the Commandant will be 
reinstated into service without any back wages but 
protection of seniority on the same terms and conditions 
as were applicable at the time of removal of workman will 
be available to him, the workman will maintain the discipline 
in the establishment and will not create any problem for the 
management and the reference be settled in the terms of 
settlement. 

There is no evidence on the point that the action of 
the management of Commandant, Equin Breeding Stud, 
Hissar in terminating the service of their workman 
Sri Krishan Murari w.e.f. 1-08-1999 is legal and justified or 
not. However, in view of the settlement reached between 
the parties the workman is entitled to the relief of 
reinstatement without back wages; and protection of 
seniority on the same terms and conditions as were 
applicable at the time of termination of his services. The 
reference is answered and award is passed accordingly. 
Let two copies of award along with copy of Memo of 
settlement be sent to the Central Government for further 
necessary action after due compliance. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 


Sd./- 


(Krishan Murari) 
Workman 

SdV- 


Pres id ing Officer 
Sd/- 

(Brig. Jagvinder Singh) 
Management 

Sd ./- 


(N.S. Choudhary) K.K. Thakur 

A/R for workman A/R the management 
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New Delhi, the 8th October, 2010 

S.O, 2724.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 3/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-I ,abour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexm e, in the Industrial 
dispute between the Management of Food Corporation 
of India and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 8-10-2010. 

| No. L-22011/23/2008-1R (CM-ll) | 
D.S S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDIJSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 30th September, 2010 
Present : A.N. Janardanan, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 3/2009 

(in the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Food Corporation of India and their 
Workman) 

BETWEEN 

Sri K.V. Ananthanarayanan : 1st Party/Petitioner Union 
Vs. 

1. The General Manager : 2nd Party/1 st Management 
Food Corporation of 

India, Regional Office, 

5/54, Greams Road 
Chennai-600006 

2. The Managing Director : 2nd Party/2nd Management 
Food Corporation of 

India, 16—20, Barakhamba 
Lane, New Delhi-110001 

3. The Executive Director: 2nd Party/3rd Management 
(South) Food 

Corporation of India, 

Zonal Office, 3, 

Haddows Road 
Chennai-600006 

APPEARANCE: 

For the 1st Party/ 

Petitioner 

For the 2nd Party/ 

Management 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-2201 l/23/2008-lR(CM-U) dated 13-08-2008 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the demand of the claimants (as per list 
enclosed), who retired under Voluntary Retirement 
Scheme launched by the Food Corporation of India 
(Chennai), for payment of notice pay as per scheme 
is legal and justified? To what relief are they entitled?” 


[Part II -Stc.3(ii)| 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 3/2009 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
Advocates and filed their Claim Statement, Amended Claim 
Statement. Counter Statement was filed by the 3rd 
Respondent which was adopted by 1st and 2nd 
Respondents, Reply to the Counter Statement was filed 
by petitioners. 

3. The Claim Statement contentions briefly read as 
follows: 

The petitioners 50 in number through the authorized 
first petitioner submit that *he VRS (Voluntary Retirement 
Scheme) to the Officers of FC1 was introduced as per 
Headquarters Circular No. EP-01-2004-16 dated 29-06-2004 
under Clause-IV(2) of which competent authority' ‘may make 
the payment of notice period of 3 months or for the 
remaining period of notice period and may accept the 
request of uuntary retirement from any dale before the 
notice penud”. In the prescribed proforma it is clearly 
stated that “ I agree to receive the 3 months notice pay 
(Pay+D,A.) in lieu of notice period. I may be relieved 
immediately”. The above provisions were adopted from 
similar provisions furnished by Ministry of Heavy 
Industries and Public Enterprises vide their OM dated 
5-05-2000 and 8-12-2000 as well as Item-14 of the Ministry's 
guidelines to the effect that they would be entitled to 
exgratia alongwith the notice period pay. The petitioners 
in the ID opted for the VRS on 1 -07-2004 and other dates 
and were to be relieved immediately/2-08-2004 in 
accordance with Clause-1 V(2) Circular dated 29-06-2004 and 
Column-7 of the application prescribed by headquarters 
on categorical assurance by the Respondent regarding 
payment of notice pay (Pay+D. A.) in lieu of notice period if 
the petitioners are relieved from services before the expiry 
of the notice period. The application was duly accepted 
and the acceptance was communicated on i 9-07-2004 and 
the employees were relieved from services w.e.f. 
2-08-2004/16-07-2004 (FN)and other dates as in Annex urc- 
B. In the orders it had been categorically specified that the 
relieved officials are entitled to the payment of notice pay 
as per Clause-lV (2) ofthe above circular. The Respondents 
completely ignored the clarifications ofthe 1 leavy Industries 
and Public Enterprises and the headquarters directives and 
circular dated 29-06-2004 and the commitment made in the 
relief order of the Zonal Manager dated 19-07-2004 and the 
assurance of the District Manager,Vellore. Instated of 
paying the notice pay from date of relief to 30-09-2004 an 
equivalent sum each was recovered from the petitioners’ 
VRS compensation. Thus petitioners are put to double 
jeopardy. In cureing the decision a refund of amount 
recovered has been effected. Notice pay has still to he 
and settled. Recovered amount alone released The 
petitioners are put to great harm in many ways due to refusal 
to pay the notice pay They find it difficult to meet both 
ends with no pensionery benefits except a paltry pension 
of Rs. 1,000 or less under Employees Pension Scheme, 1995. 


Sri K.V. Ananthanarayanan, 
Authorised Representative 

Sri M. Imthias 
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In spite of repeated requests the issue was not settled. 
Then an ID was raised which having failed the reference 
is occasioned. The Respondents have already admitted in 
principle the claim for notice pay as is evident from their 
own communications issued. It is prayed that Respondents 
may be directed to pay notice pay due to them with interest 
@ J 5% from the date of relief till date of payment. 

4. A separate Claim Statement on behalf of 50th 
petitioner was also filed incorporating the same contentions 
who stood added as per Ministry’s addendum dated 
20-08-2009 ofthe even number reference. 

5. The contentions in the Counter Statement bereft 
of unnecessary details are as follows: 

The FCI headquarters vide circular dated 29-06-2004 
stipulted that their regular/permanent employees may seek 
VRS giving 3 months notice in writing within the prescribed 
time limit, which the compentent authority may accept with 
the payment of notice period of 3 months or for the 
remaining period of notice period from any date before the 
expiry of notice period. FCI as per clarification dated 02-08- 
2004 i.e. on the date of relief of VRS optee of the petitioner 
made clear that the employee who opted for VRS with 
immediate effect without requisite notice would not be 
eligible for notice pay. The petitioner as per his application 
dated 1 -7-2004 under Column-7 requested that he may be 
relieved on 2-08-2004. Column-7 of VRS application states 
as follows “agree to receive 3 months notice pay 
(pay+D.A.)in lieu of notice period. 1 may be relieved ofthe 
services immediately or 1 hereby give 3 months notice for 
voluntary retirement. I may be relieved of the services on 
expiry of notice period”. In the Board of Directors of the 
FCI held on 25-03-2004 for introduction of the VRS it is 
taken into consideration that FCI not being a profit making 
organization is to adopt the revised scheme of VRS on par 
with that in Gujarat. Ministry of Heavy Industries and Public 
Enterprises issued clarifications on various issues relating 
to above scheme as per their OMs dated 8-12-2000, 
3-05-2001,6-11 -2001,28-02-2002 and introduced the scheme 
of VRS in FCI. The Claim Statement contentions are 
contrary to the above scheme. Despite FCI circular dated 
29-6-2004 as per its fax dated 2-08-2004 it is clarified that 
VRS optees with immediate effect without giving requisite 
notice would not be eligible for notice pay. The clarification 
is mandatory and binding on the 2nd and 3rd Respondents 
who acted accordingly. Respondent has not ignored any 
clarification ofthe Ministry dated 5-05-2000or8-12-2000. 
The VRS was introduced in FCI since OM dated 5-05-2000 
and 8-12-2000 have been nullified. Respondents have not 
acted illegally. The petitioner was for his immediate relief 
and 2nd and 3rd Respondents acted according to the 
directions of the 1st Respondent. It is not correct to say 
that Respondents have released the VRS compensation 
amount consequent on the waiver of notice period and 
amount released by the Respondents is the amount 


recovered earlier from the VRS optees towards notice pay 
for the unexpired notice period on receipt of the 
representations from the individual concerned and not the 
notice pay as stated by the petitioner. Petitioners for 
immediate relief under the VRS are not entitled to notice 
pay, hence settling of notice pay is not possible. The 
Respondents have followed statutory provision of the VRS 
and he has not been paid notice pay, he is not entitled to 
any relief. 

6 . The Reply Statement contentions in a nutshell are 
as follows: 

The Respondents cannot take asylum under the 
fax message dated 2-08-2004 said issued by the Head 
Quarters. Acting on -the promise in the circular dated 
29-06-2004 that the employees would be eligible for notice 
pay, the employees opted for VRS accepting which they 
were relieved on 2-08-2004 or other dates by relieving order 
dated 19-07-2004 which in itself'finds categorically stated 
regarding the entitlement to notice pay under Clause-IV(2) 
ofthe circular dated 29-06-2004. The fax message has not 
been issued prior to the relief of the petitioners nor the 
same was communicated to the petitioners. 'Fhe same cannot 
bind the petitioners, being issued after the relief ofthe 
petitioners. The circular dated 5-05-2000 and 8-12-2000 is 
applicable to enterprises making marginal profits or loss 
making enterprises. As such that they are applicable to 
profit making enterprises is not correct and petitioners have 
not made any statement contrary to that. FCI is supposed 
to adhere to the clarification that in the event, of acceptance 
of retirement of employees on spontaneous basis, 
employees would be entitled to ex-gratia and notice pay. 
Clarifications in the fax message dated 2-08-2004 cannot 
have any application to the petitioners. The Respondent 
cannot go back from their comm itment mak ing a reference 
to fax message dated 2-08-2004 issued after the relief of the 
petitioners. The instructions of the Ministry of Heavy 
Enterprises cannot be nullified by the departments. The 
decision ofthe High Court of Chhattisgarh in Nilkanth P.D. 
Sharma Vs. FCI (2005-Lab -I C-3382) that Voluntary 
Retirement Scheme was not a proposal or an offer but merely 
an invitation to treat and applications filed by the 
employees construed an offer is intact relied on by the 
Respondents. Hence the offer of VRS should have been 
accepted in full or rejected in to to. Denial of notice pay is 
not justified is illegal, illogical against natural justice and 
fair play. Hence the claim for notice pay with interest 15% 
per annum from the date of relief to the date of actual 
payment of notice pay for the delay in settlement of notice 
pay to the petitioners. 

7. The evidence consists ofthe oral evidence of 
WW1 and Ex. WJ to Ex. W5 on the petitioner’s side. On 
the Respondent side, no oral evidence was adduced but 
fix. M1 to Ex, M3 were marked. 

8 . Points for consideration are : 
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(i) Whether the demands of the claimants as per 

the list enclosed retired under VRS for payment 

of notice pay is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workmen are 

entitled? 

Points (i)& (ii) 

9. The crux of the referred dispute is whether the 
claimants, 50 in number, originally 49 including the 1st 
petitioner, later added by one making it 50 are entitled for 
payment of notice pay as per VRS Scheme as a legal and 
justifiable demand. Heard both sides and perused the 
written arguments submitted by the petitioners. Their case 
is that as per the Head Quarters Circular No. E.P-01 -2004- 
16 dated 29-06-2004. Clausc-IV(2) the aspirants for VRS 
may be entitled to notice pay. In the prescribed proforma at 
Col. 7 it is made clear that notice pay is payable in lieu of 
notice period for immediate relief. Accordingly on 
1 -07-2004 and other dates applications for being relieved 
immediately/2'-08-2004 were submitted which have been 
accepted by the Foo.d Corporation of India duly 
communicating thereof on 19-07-2004 and subsequent dates 
arid they were relieved ifom the services w.e.fi 16-07-2004/ 
2-08-2004 and other dates. In the relieving orders also the 
entitlement to notice pay was specifically made clear. But 
instead of making the payment of notice pay recovery of 
an equivalent amount was made from theVRS compensation 
paid which on intervention of Union was released still 
depriving the notice pay payable from the date of relief to 
30-09-2004 AN, The claim for notice pay is admitted by the 
Respondents in principle. As per the decision of the High 
Court of Chhattisgarh inNeelkanth P.D, Sharma V$. Food 
Corporation of India (2005-Lab-l C-3 3 82) an offer should be 
accepted in its tetter and spirit and is to be accepted in toto 
or rejected in toto. Hence Respondents should not have 
denied notice pay accepting a part of the offer which is 
unjust and illegal. The reliance by Respondents in the fax 
message dated 2-08-2004 actually not issued on 2-08-2004 
but issued on. 6-08-2004 is one after the relief of the 
employees on 2-08-2004 or on earlier dates. The fax 
message had not been communicated to the employees. In 
the proforma in Col. -7 it reads as follows “I agree to 
receive the 3 months notice pay in lieu of notice period”, “1 
may be relieved immediately”. The other option is “1 hereby 
give 3 months notice for voluntary retirement. I may be 
relieved of the services on expiry of the notice period”. 
The said profoma is an integral part of the Circular dated 
29-06-2004. The Circular is incomplete without the proforma. 
The petitioners have exercised the 1 st choice entitling them 
to the notice pay in lieu of notice period. Hence denial of 
notice pay is arbitrary. The rule should be read as a whole. 
It is trite on that point. The Circular dated 5-05-2000 and 
8-12-2000 of Ministry of Heavy Industries. DPE are 
applicable to entreprises making marginal profits or loss 
making entreprises. So they are not applicable to profit 
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making entreprises. Petitioners have no claim or statement 
contrary' to that. FCI Management is supposed to adhere 
to the clarification issued by the Ministry and also their 
guidelines that in case of acceptance of retirement of 
employees on spontaneous basis, the employees would 
be entitled to ex-gratia with notice pay. 

30. The contentions on behalf of the Respondents 
are that persons seeking VRS have to give 3 months notice 
under Clause-4(2) of Circular (Ex.M2). Admittedly pel iiioner 
examined as WW1 has not given notice of that duration. 
Therefore it is only the discretion of the Respondent 
whether to waive notice period or not. Under Clause 7 of 
the Circular there are two options. It is within the power of 
the Respondent even to reject an application for valid 
reasons. What was contemplated in applications being 
given immediately is only to know how many employees 
are forthcoming. For the applicability of the condition as to 
notice or notice pay it is mandatory that there is issuance 
of notice on cither side. So notice pay is not to be given. It 
is especially on the petitioners to prove the eligibility criteria 
in the Circular to entitle them for notice pay. Going by the 
version of the 1st petitioner examined as WW) it is clear 
that he has not given 3 months notice. The claim is for 
payment of notice pay for the unexpired period of notice of 
3 months. As per the Circular under Clause-4(2), 3 months 
notice must be given for VRS. His claim is that even if 3 
months notice is not given he is eligible for VRS. WW 1 
has further deposed that individual eligibility particulars 
regarding notice pay have not been given. So also copies 
of proforma filed by all petitioners or particulars about how 
many days notice pay is due, etc. have not been filed. 

11. Discemibly the challenge is now against the fax 
message dated 02-08-2004 by which the claim of the 
petitioners for notice pay is curtailed. 1 find much force in 
the arguments on behalf of the petitioners that when 
application for VRS constitutes and offer and the same is 
accepted giving rise to a concluded contract the same 
should be implemented in toto either by rejecting it in toto 
or accepting it in toto. The arguments on behalf of 
Respondents are not convincing or reliable and are therefore 
not apt to be countenanced. After having led the petitioners 
to act upon the Circular dated 29-06-2004 which assures 
notice pay for the notice period or the unexpired portion of 
notice period the same cannot be rejected later. Here the 
same is denied to the petitioners which is much against 
justice and fair play rather than being illegal and illogical. 
Hence they are entitled to the claim and the demand for 
notice pay is only legal and justified. While this forum is 
now only concerned with the eligibility aspect of the matter 
the arguments on behalf of the Respondents that the 
petitioners have not filed individual eligibility' particular* 
about notice pay or copies of proforma filed by all of then 
or shown the duration of the notice period or the unexpirei 
portion of the notice period for which notice pay is du« 
and payable are not tenable. Here a decision is to rest on! 
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on the sustainability or otherwise of the demand for 
payment of notice pay as reference of general importance 
in relation to the VRS Scheme introduced by the Food 
Corporation of India, whether as being legal and justified. 
The answer is in the affirmative. 

12. The reference is answered in favour of the 
petitioners. 


voluntary retirement of 
Mr. K.V. Ananthanaryanan. 
Assn. Manager (A/Claim 
Statement) Ad-hoc from the 
services of the Food Corpo¬ 
ration of India 

On the Management’s side 


(Dictated to the P.A. transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 30th September, 2010). 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 


For the 1 st Party/ WWI Sri K.V. 

Petitioner Union Ananthanaryanan 

For the 2nd Party/ None 

Management 

Documents Marked:— 


On the petitioner’s side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ex.Wl - 293 TH meeting of the Board 

of Directors, Food Corporation 
of India, New Delhi dated 
25-03-2004 

Ex.W2 - HeadQuartersCircularNo.E.P,- 

01 -2004-16 dated 29-06-2004 
(E.P./14( 1) dated 29-06-2004 of 
Food Corporation of India, 
New Delhi 


Ex.W3 

Ex. W4 


Ex.W5 


Application for VRS prescribed 
by Head Quarters The Food 
Corporation of India, New Delhi 

Application dated 01-07-2004 
submitted by Mr. K.V. 
Ananthanarayanan, Asstt. 
Manager (A/Claim Statement) 
Ad-hoc accepting the Special 
Voluntary Retirement Scheme 
introduced vide Head Quarters 
Circular No. E.P. -01-2004-16 
dated 29-06-2004 (EJV1 4(1) 
dated 29-06-2004 of The 
Food Corporation of India, 
New Delhi 

Office order No. 40/2004/VRS 
Cell/Z.O, (S) dated 19-07-2004 
of the Zonal Manager(South), 
Food Corporation of India, 
Zonal Officer (South), 
Chennai -6, accepting the 


Ex. No. Date Description 

Ex. Ml - Xerox copy of the list of 49 

VRS optces with details 

Ex. M2 29-06-2004 Xerox copy of the FCI Head 

Quarters Circular No. E.P.-01- 
2004-16 regarding Voluntary 
Retirement Scheme 

Ex. M3 02-08-2004 Xerox copy of the fax regard Ing 

the FXI Head Quarters 
clarifications. 

II 314343,2010 

44.34. 2725.—44f47 -W 4H4Z 9^ gr. % 

[4?Ttf4441 3 47fe 74291 ^5^/268 sfo 369 

^ SRFfa] (7*9 3 4 4r4417t 

Hf4*4 ftfa 9)49T, 1952 47 % 27 4747 47 9f3i719>97 4' 
4f% 3^44 7Tcff 47T ^43T44 f474T t 33k 44T4T3! 

3?l7 3J4>H 4944 3Tflrf499, 1952 { 1952 44 19) [44$93l-4 
37f4f444 ^ 3*9 3 314f*14] 4f) 4T7I 17 4^ 49-9T3T ( I) 47 
<9 u s (47) 4> 374‘fd 4i3a 7734713 ?R1 T) Hi? Tgjl 47) f973c! 
f477( 413 47t 414 t I 

2. 444 3lf4W7 44 744 3lf4f99tl 44 
17(1) (47) ^ 334rf4 tfZ 3T44) 7(47 3Tf43p41 
17-10-1957 471 4T74 4T 7T499 4 ytflfekl 47) 9^ *f) ! 

3. TH Wf4MT4 44 3 HT#, 2010 44 1(47 3143T7 
fT41 941 HI f47 Hlfilrl 47T UlfHT ^ 15 f44f *ft43 TH 47T7 t 4 
44137) 9lfe3T 44 743 3^ 74^ 22-03-20 i 0 ^ 743 (H3J4I9 

9-4-2010 47) 37THT ^37T) 4^ 9T414T 473^ 97 T^ 

9Tt' 4I4T 441 I 

4. 334 ^4 313443 Q4^KI, 344 3lf9f499 47) 4131 17 
4>t "39-9T71 (4) ski 3144 TTf444) 44 314)4 473^ ^ 444 
ylci'tfl'l 47) 79)^74 7g3 4c97l?T 31414 3) f4334 4734) f I 

[31. 431-35017/7/2010 431-43HI ] 

3(33. 7^f443, 3143 3lf44 

New Delhi, the 11th October, 2010 

S.O. 2725.—Whether M/s. Braithwaite & Co. Ltd. 
Kolkata [ under Code No. WB/268 & 369 Kolkata region] 
(hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has violated 


4049 GI/10—29 
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the conditions of exemption delineated in Appendix-A of 
Para 27 AA of the Employees’ Provident Funds Scheme, 
1952 and thereby deserves the cancellation of exemption 
granted by Government of India under clause (a) of sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 17 of the Employees’ Provident Funds 
and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act). 

2. Whereas a notification dated 17-10-1957 granting 
exemption under Section 17 (l)(a) of the said Act to the 
said establishment was published in the Gazette of India. 

3. Whereas the establishment has been given an 
opportunity on 3rd March, 2010 to file its reply to the Show 
Cause Notice within 15 days of the receipt of Notice and 
after examining their reply dated 22-03-2010 (received in 
the Ministry on 9-04-2010) in consultation with Central 
Provident Fund Commissioner, it has been found that the 
same is not satisfactory. 

4. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (4) of Section 17 of the said Act the Central 
Government hereby cancel the exemption granted to the 
said establishment with immediate effect. 

[No. S-35017/7/2010-SS-11] 

S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 

11 2010 

^RT.OT. 2726.—^ f^t 3IFRT ^ foforfe, 

S(d*3H ^ ^ 3 RRf%) 3 ftfa 

1952 (1952 ^1 19) (Rcf^TORT 
3 RKffrc?) 17^^-^TTT (1) ^ 

(^) 3fcFfd RR3T1R -gRI VfapZ 
PlRw ^ f^Ttr ^ I 

2. ^rf yfdMH ^ eft qTRT 

17(1) (^) l 3FFRT, 1952^3Rlfel 

V$(5) 12 1953 ^ ^ RRT? 3 

I 

3. sfa 3R RTRTR ^ Rffel 3 3TRT t frf ^ 

yfdvjR R 31 -08-2004 3 ^ ^ f 

3fR ^ i ^ R?T t l 

4. 3R *TRI 17 

TH TR-mn (4) ^KT '9KxT VllddRl T4 '5PTPT <*>Tcl igR 

^ RRfrjRT *52 31 -08-2004 R^ fi«rd <*Rdl1? 1 

[RT. tt^-350 17/1/2007 WJRI-1I] 
RR. 3RR RffaR 
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New Delhi, the 11 th October, 2010 

S.O. 2726. —Whether M/s. Victory Iron Works 
Limited, Howrah [under Code No. WB/408 West Bengal 
region] (hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has 
applied for cancellation of exemption granted by 
Government of India under clause (a) of sub-section (1 )of 
Section 17of the Employees’ Provident Funds and 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter 
referred to as the Act). 

2. Whereas a notification No. PF/509/WB/RC/l&S(5) 
dated 12th November, 1953 granting exemption w.e.f. 1st 
August, 1952 under section 17(1) (a) of the said Act to the 
said establishment was published in the Gazette of India. 

3. And whereas now it has come to the notice to the 
Government that the establishment has surrendered its 
exemption with effect from the 31 -08-2004 and it is no longer 
carrying on any activity. 

4. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (4) of Section 17 of the said Act the Central 
Government hereby cancels the exemption granted to the 
said esatablishment with effect from the 3! -08-2004, 

[No. S-35017/1 /2007-SS411 

S. D. XAVIER, UnderScev. 

12 2010 

^T.3TT. 2727.—RI^HPd, ^ 1-10-2010 

Rt RHRHR 3ftejtfrR> 9TR RHs-MI 

-2, ^ ^ 65 3TP5 

30-09-2010 3}*^ 3RTR 3TT^ff cRT, *ft 

4>Rdl ^ l 

[RT. R-11016/09/2009-RftRRtRT-111 
3Tfrm TOt t fn<vi«h 
New Delhi, the 12th October, 2010 

S.O. 2727. —The President is pleased to appoint 
Shri Kishori Ram as Presiding Officer of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 2, Dhanbad w.e.f. 1-10-2010 (F.N.) for a period up to 
30-09-2015 i.e. till attaining the age of 65 years or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[No. A-l 1016/09/2009-CLS-111 

ANIMESH BHART1, Director 

18 2010 

^T.3TT. 2728.—TPq ^ffal 1948 

(1948 34) «IKT 1 ^ ^q-qRl(3) PO VKrl 

^ ^?ri i 2010 qit 

tnfte ^ f-iMa arfgprqq ^ 

3iarm-4 (44 q 45 t) 

3i*2?rq-5 6 [qra 76 qft ^q-qra (1) afa qm 77,78, 
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79 4*81 ^ ftlTOJ TOcT Ft TT^tT ^t TO ^TOt f] 

7 pTTTcT TF^T ^ 'TOT TO|TO, TOTO^t ITO 7 TR, I^TcTT <l^T=h)ci 
^ TOJ^f 7RFT, TOTOT%TO ^ TOT *7^713# T? 3 F|tT 

Kfn i 


[TL -^38013/40/2010^.tiRl] 
TO Ft. 4fqq7, 3TO 


New Delhi, the 18th October, 2010 


S.O. 2728,—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 ofthe Employee State Insurance 
Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby 
appoints the 1st November, 2010 as the date on which the 
provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which 
have already been brought into force) and Chapter-V and 
VI [except Sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 
78, 79 and 81 which have already been brought into force] 
of the said Act, shall come into force in the Revenue, 
Municipal and Gram Panchayat limits of Nana Mahuva, 
Mavdi and Raiya Village of Rajkot District in the State of 
Gujarat 

[No* S -38013/40/2010-S .S J] 
S D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 

18 2010 


TO.3TT. 2729.—TO? ^RI 3?fafW7, 1948 
( J948 TO 34) ^ TOT 1 <EtTOT-TOT(3) SKT KtT TlfePTt 
TO TOP? |TTt, ffWK KCI^ski 1 2010 TO 

rflfte ^ TO 1WT TOcft t, FTO 3TftrfWT 
37*TOT-4 (44 *745 

37^-5 6 [TOT 76 TOtTO-TOT (1) 3?fr TOT 77, 78, 

79 sfftSl 

TOTfeTO 'TOT ^ ftnfciRsJa $fcrt "P y^tl Fpt, 37«7f^:— 


TO77. TTTO^ TOT TO TOT FHrT? TOJTO fTOT 
TOTOfclTO 


12 3 4 5 


1. 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 


Frrft 

TTfTOTOl 


3TTO^ 







WTO 



WFR 



WTO 

TOcJT 


WTO 



TTTFTO 

TOc^T 


TOTO 



[TOTO-38013/39/2010-TOTO~I ] 


New Delhi, the 18th October, 2010 

S.O. 2729.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section l of the Employees State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1 st November, 2010 as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 
and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI [except Sub-section (1) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have already been brought 
into force] of the said Act, shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Karnataka namely:— 


SI. Name of the Revenue 
No. Village or Municipal 
Limits 

Hobli 

Taluk District 

1 

2 

3 

4 5 

I. 

Baleveeranahalli 

Bidadi 

Ramanagara Bangalore 

2. 

Shanamangala 

Bidadi 

Ramanagara Bangalore 

3. 

Abbanakuppe 

Bidadi 

Ramanagara Bangalore 

4. 

Banandur 

Bidadi 

Ramanagara Bangalore 

5. 

M arch an ay ak ana H al I i 

Bidadi 

Ramanagara Bangalore 

6. 

Bhimanahalli 

Bidadi 

Ramanagara Bangalore 


[No. S-38013/39/2010-SS-I] 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 


^ fcrot, 19 srecprc, 2010 

TO.3TT. 2730.—TOF 77TTOT, TRTOT ( 

■$ratrotf far* toPt) Pm, 1976 (^toMTto 1987) ^ 

fWT 10 ^ TO-fm (4) ^ 3TJTOT TO 3?fr TOTO 
^TTOT ^ TOTfWfa 1TOTOTT#T ft Huffed TORTfTO ^t, 
^ian 80 VfcTTTcT TOfttlfcrt ^ ft^Ft TO TO*pRTTO> TOT 
tof to fron t, 3rT^RjfTO toft f*.— 

FTO? TOTOTO, TO , TOdl? I 

[TT* |-1 1017/1/2006-F.FTftt.] 

TO ^FT, STlfe TOTTFTOT 

New Delh i, the 19th October, 2010 

S.O. 2730.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 
10 ofthe Official Language (Use for official purposes of 
the Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended 1987) the Central 
Government hereby notifies following office under the 
administrative control of the Ministry of Labour and 
Employment, at least 80% Staff whereof have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi 

Regional Office, Labour Bureau, Chennai. 

| No. E-11017/1/2006-RBN | 


aro Trfro 


K. M. GUPTA, Economic Advisor 


Printed by the Manager, Government of India Press, Ring Road, Mayapuri. New Delhi-] 10064 
and Published by the Controller of Publications. Delhi-110054 



